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The purpose of this study was to determine ifa difference existed between teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in low-performing schools and teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in high-performing schools. Preliminary
statistical analysis was used to lay the groimdwork for hypotheses testing. Descriptive
statistics provided the statistical foundation for hypotheses testing and explained each of
the variables in terms ofmeasures of central tendency and measures ofvariability.
The researcher found that the higher the mean score, the more common the
phenomenon was observed in comparing the low-performing group and the high-
performing group. The lower the standard deviation, the less variance among the
distribution of scores. With the exception of instructional leadership behaviors, less
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variance occiirred in the high-performing group scores on each of the variables among the
distribution of scores. The conclusions drawn from the findings suggest that teachers in
high-performing Title I schools had a more favorable perception ofthe principal’s
leadership skills.
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Effective leadership is widely accepted as being a key ingredient in achieving
student success. Perceptions play an important role in the group’s acceptance ofthe
leader. The leader’s ability to influence subordinates to work toward estabhshed
objectives or goals depends upon how subordinates perceive the leader’s role and
position. While there is a great deal ofcontenqjorary interest in school leadership and
student success, few research studies have focused exclusively upon leadership practices
and approaches.
Schools can no longer keep up the pretense that relationships do not affect
performance, either academic or professional. Research in the United Kingdom provides
convincing evidence to show that in:q)roving the quality ofhuman relations in an
institution also improves the quality and amoimt of academic work produced and the
attendance of the students (Hinds, 2000).
Research such as Rogers (1969) and Aspy and Roebuck (1977) established a
relationship between the core conditions ofempathy, congruence, and positive regard
with a range of factors such as attitudes toward self, school and others, discipline
problems, physical health, attendance, and cognitive growth. There is evidence that
putting the emphasis on the quality ofhuman relations in educational institutions can
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have a positive effect on the one area which is normally held sacrosanct-that is, student
success.
The school principal is commonly confronted with a hidden script which
implicitly prescribes his behavior (Wiggins, 1971). An ever growing body ofresearch
(Bogue, 1969; Booth & Bisztray, 1970; Brumbaugh, 1969) shows that the school and the
school district are exerting a pervasive and powerful influence over the principal’s
behavior. This influence tends to neutralize individuality and value compliance to what
is expected. On this basis, the principal’s success or frilure is evaluated primarily upon
howwell he or she performs within his or her role and less by the uniqueness associated
with his or her personality and individuality. An elementary principal’s personality is
strongly influenced by the forces of socialization which tend to mold individuals to fit
into roles devised for maintaining stability (Wiggins, 1971).
School principals are the keystone to building effective schools that support
students in achieving high levels ofacademic success. Part ofthe principal’s role in
restructuring schools and school improvement emerges from a long history of significant
shifts in the principalship. Hallinger (1992) maintains that changes have evolved to the
point where principals commonly are believed to have a very strong impact on student
success. If student achievement is not where parents and teachers believe it should be, it
is not unusual to fault the principal for weak leadership.
School superintendents, the school board, the stafi^ and the parents usually hold
principals accountable for student success. The principal serves as an instructional
leader, a building manager, an agent of change, a personnel administrator, and a
disciplinarian. The principal is responsible for (a) hiring, supervising, and evaluating
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faculty and staff; (b) providing leadership in curriculum development, and (c)
administering the operating budget. The principal is called upon to solve academic and
social problems and to involve parents in school decisions (Anderson, 1991). Citizens,
parents, students, and school faculties are concerned about pupil progress. This is
particularly true in urban areas, where great dissatisfaction with student success exists. In
the current climate ofaccountability, the assessment of the quality of school programs
focuses on what pupils are learning and how they are progressing.
For years, standardized achievement tests have been used as a neutral
measurement ofacademic performance. Yet, throughout their history, both the
objectivity ofthese examinations and their ability to assess meaningful differences in
educational attainment have been called into question. Ifone race, class, or gender
regularly outperforms the other, the tests are said to have a disparate impact on certain
groups, making the tests themselves discriminatory (Carter, 2001). Opponents of
standardized tests claim there is inevitability to the results-^’ich children do well while
poor children score poorly. This claim would, ofcourse, make the official use ofthese
examinations dangerous and a tool for further division in accountability programs. Still,
other critics object to what they derisively call “teaching to the test,” claiming that
standardized tests are no test at all, but merely a gimmick that both feigns real
achievement and stifles higher-order thinking skills (Carter, 2001).
Today’s urban principalship has become increasingly more demanding as the
spectrum of responsibilities—instructional leadership, relations with staff, parents, and
community; recruitment, hiring, and retention ofteachers; staffdevelopment and
evaluation, and budget and fecilities management—continues to widen (Riggins, 2002).
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Added to these responsibilities are duties unique to the urban principalship, such as
developing a multicultural focus to the curriculum, combined with strategies for inclusive
instruction and behavioral interventions. Consider as well the need to maintain adequate
support mechanisms for femilies in poor and highly diverse communities, and to involve
parents of those Emilies in their children’s education (Riggins, 2002).
Exemplary principals are master teachers with ejqiert knowledge ofteaching
strategies, curriculum content, classroom management, and child development. They
regard their work more as a mission than a job. They are willing and able to assist
teachers by reviewing lesson plans, offering suggestions, and demonstrating instructional
techniques. They know what to look for in a classroom-active learning and engaging,
purposeful teaching. More importantly, they know what to do when these ii^redients are
not present (Fenwick & Pierce, 2001).
Accordingly, school leaders need to be persons of integrity who have the public
trust, are creators ofvision for others, and are authentic listeners able to respond to the
needs ofothers. SpeciEc competencies including knowledge, attitudes, and skills are
identifiable for successful leadership although several Actors have converged to change
the landscape of the principalship to include the following: (a) increasing ethnic and
linguistic diversity of the student population and school communities, (b) decreasii^
public confidence in the quality ofpublic schools, (c) the press for privatization, (d)
increasing school violence, (e) waning desirability of the principalship and the
concomitantly shrinking pool ofprincipal assistants, and (Q pressures fi'om the
accountability movement to link principals’ tenures to students’ performance on
standardized tests (Blackman & Fenwick, 2000).
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Today, the school leader is expected simultaneously to be a servant-leader, an
organizational and social architect, and educator, a moral agent, a child advocate and
social worker, a community activist, and a crisis negotiator-all while raising students’
standardized test performance (Blackman & Fenwick, 2000).
There is some research which supports another route to improving pupil
achievement. This strategy is based on studies which point out the relationship between
administrative behavior and school productivity. However, one must ask, empirically,
what is the relationship between the leadership behavior of the school principal and
school success?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose ofthis study was to determine if a difference exists between teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in low-performing schools and teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in high-performing schools.
Backgroimd of the Problem
According to Hinds (2000), more careers have been damaged through faculty
human relations than through lack of technical ability. Many people are technically
knowledgeable but have no idea about human relations, because they are unaware that
simply knowing how to do a job is not the key to success. To produce results, most ofus
depend on others and this requires knowing how to work with people. Before this can be
done successfully, there are many human relations skills to be learned and practiced.
Some people underestimate the problems that can arise from poor relationships. They
persist in concentrating on their own output and ignore the fact that they are part of a
complicated team structure that can only operate efficiently when human relationships
6
are given proper attention. To be successful in terms ofhuman relations, it is essential to
maintain good relationships with all members ofan organization.
Statement of the Problem
Recent studies have shown that superintendents, school board members, and
principals play a critical role in increasing student achievement. Various scholars have
spoken to the importance ofcontinuing to seek ways to better understand teacher
perceptions ofprincipal leadership behavior on student success. Consequently, when
con^ared to the emphasis afforded other key actors as well as relationships within
schools, relatively little attention has been given to teacher perceptions ofprincipal
leadership behavior on students success. The problem, therefore, is that although the
hmctional relationship between teachers and principals is a critical cotmection that stands
at the apex ofstudent success, there is little research available on the dynamics of these
relationships.
Significance of the Study
Review ofeducational administration and effective schools literature reveals a
startling lack ofempirical information about the behavior of the school principal as it
relates to student success. Although the principal’s behavior is considered to be
important to the functioning ofa school in both bodies of literature, descriptions ofthe
principal’s role as related to student success are ambiguous and often contradictory.
This study atten^ted to distinguish the behaviors ofprincipals of low-performing
schools fi-om the behaviors ofprincipals ofhigh-performing schools by determining
which leadership behaviors contribute to overall student performance on the Georgia
Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT).
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Principals report the need to spend more time on instructional leadership.
However, studies ofprincipals consistently show that more time is spent onmanagement
tasks rather than on instructional tasks (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987; Fullan & Hargreaves,
1996; King, 2002). Unfortunately, the importance ofneither set of tasks has been
demonstrated enqjirically. The literatme does not contain adequate and consistent
descriptions ofprincipal role behavior in either set. A focus on the behaviors involved in
the principal role, defined in operational terms, is needed to expand the database about
the principal’s role.
The movement during the last decade to implement site-based management or
school-based decision making has created an even greater need for skill/competency in
human relations, interpersonal communications, and leadership. Both involve
committees, and in some cases, the principal has no more power than other members of
the committee. The principal must rely on skills rather than forms ofpower typically
used by educational leaders, e.g., position, reward, and coercive power.
The literature regarding the role ofthe principal is also limited because the
relationship between principal behavior and student success has not been firmly
established. The lack ofempirical data about principal behavior has probably hindered
investigation ofthis relationship. The need to study the relationship between these
constructs has been heightened by the growing body of literature on effective schools.
School-based variables which are fi’equently associated with effective schools in
the literature are (a) principal leadership, (b) goals and objectives, (c) instructional
concerns, (d) orderly and safe climate, (e) high staffejqiectations of students, and (f)
monitoring and evaluating student progress (Edmonds, 1979).
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Attention to the role behaviors ofprincipals which are related to student success
and school effectiveness is needed to improve educational theory and practice. Measures
ofprincipal behavior are needed to expand the database about the principal’s role and to
indicate areas needing further research. Certain critical attributes ofprincipal behaviors
are fundamental to promoting student achievement. One consistent theme to be taken
seriously by principals from both urban and non-urban environments is the focus on
accountability and standards. Urban principals, more than ever, are being held
accountable for the direct successes oftheir students and faculty.
Research Questions
Existing research indicates that a principal’s human relations skills, levels of trust,
decision-making skills, supervisory skills, and conflict management skills are often the
reasons why principals are either successful or unsuccessful as educational leaders
(Bulach, Boothe, & Pickett, 1998). The guiding questions ofthis study are:
1. Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe principal’s human
relations skills in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools?
2. Is there a difference between teacher perceptions of the principal’s trust and
decision-making skills in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools?
3. Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe principal’s
instructional leadership skills in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools?
4. Is there a difference between teacher perceptions of the principal’s method of
control in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools?
5. Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe maimer in which
principals deal with conflict in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools?
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Summary
Student scores and test results are often used as the measure ofa school’s success.
The standards are buift around the premise that good leaders are those who can improve
teaching and learning. The sheer abundance ofsuch activity reflects a widespread and
growing recognition that without strong leaders at the helm, larger efforts to improve
student achievement will likely Mer, ifnot ftiU (Olson, 2000). Hence, using teachers as
data sources, the extent to which there exists a relationship between leadership behavior
and student success may prove to be significant for school districts to ensure effective
schools and for the selection and professional development ofschool administrators.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose ofthis chapter is to review literature related to the relationship
between principal behavior and student success. Considerable research validates the
importance ofthe principal’s role in terms of school achievement and the far-ranging
nature oftheir influence with faculty, staff, and students (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee,
1982; Crow & Glascock, 1995; Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger & Murphy, 1987; Hipp &
Bredeson, 1995; Kirby & Colbert, 1994; Lomotey, 1989; Raisch & Rog\Js, 1995).
The leadership skills and interaction ofthe principal with the school community
become critical elements that point to success for entire school district. Indeed, the
principal has the power to influence the culture and climate of the entire school. If
student achievement and principal leadership are important concerns ofeducators, what
factors may contribute to principals running a low-achieving or high-achieving school?
In an atten^t to understand and relate to this study, it is necessary to become femiliar
with the leadership behaviors that appear to facilitate or inqjede the implementation of
student success at selected schools.
The chapter is divided into four major sections. The first section details four
conceptuali2ations or explanations of leadership behavior. The second section provides
information on the impact ofprincipal behavior on principal leadership. The third section
discusses principal leadership and student success. The fourth section specifically
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discusses research findings pertinent to principal behavior and student success. The final
section is a chapter summary ofthe literature.
Conceptualization ofLeadership Behavior
From World War II through the 1960s, an overwhelming amount ofresearch was
conducted on the relationship between leadership style and productivity, but the research
was inconclusive. Leadership style is most often viewed as a dependent variable where
the focus is on how leadership style influences individiial behaviors and attitudes, and
group or organizational performance. Leadership is an influence process; therefore,
leaders are people who, by their actions, encourage a group ofpeople to move toward a
common or shared goal A leader is an individual; leadership is the function that the
individual performs.
Four conceptualizations have been employed in research to account for leader
effectiveness: (a) identification oftraits, (b) influence through power, (c) analyses of
behavior, and (d) the contingency approach.
Traits Theory
The Leadership Traits Theory stresses the belief that effective leaders
possess certain innate traits or abilities that distinguish them fix>m ineffective leaders. By
identifying these traits and abilities, a positive picture can be drawn against which
leadership skills can be assessed. Some ofthe traits and abilities, according to recent
literature, attributed to effective leadership included high need for achievement, self-
confidence, need for socialized power, desire to compete with peers, high energy level.
12
persuasive activities, and relevant technical, conceptual, and interpersonal skills (Yulk,
1982).
BehavioralApproach
Research conducted by Likert (1961) revealed that there are basically two
dimensions of leadership-job centered or employee centered. Job-centered leaders
concern themselves with accon:q)lishing organizational tasks, while employee-centered
leaders focus on employees’ individual needs for fulfillment and involvement. Although
both of these dimensions are fecets of leadership behavior, some leaders manifest more of
one than the other and some manifest neither.
Generally, leaders who display high levels of individual consideration and
concern for organizational goals tend to be more effective. Effectiveness of leadership
style, however, depends upon the situation, and the use ofany single style is impractical,
undesirable, and imwarranted (Halpin, 1966).
ContingencyApproach
Advocates ofthe Fiedler’s Contingency Theory stress that effectiveness is a
function of leadership behavior on style and situational variables. That is, leadership
behaviors are rendered effective or ineffective depending upon the situation in which
leadership is exercised (Fiedler, 1967). Fiedler proposes that effective group
performance depends on the propermatch between the leader’s style and the degree to
which the situation is conducive to control and influence by the leader. According to this
model, three variables control leadership effectiveness. Leader-member relations are
determined by the degree of trust, confidence, and respect that subordinates have for their
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leader. Task structure reflects the degree to which the subordinate’s job assignments are
structured. Position power is based on the influence that a leader has over variables such
as hiring, firing, discipline, promotions, or bonuses. Fiedler’s Contingency Theory has
been criticized in recent years because it consists of low predictive ability and
methodological flaws.
Robert House (1971), on the other hand, provides a path-goal theory that explains
how leaders influence and motivate their subordinates. According to House, subordinate
motivation must be seen in relationship to situational outcomes. Environmental factors
determine the type of leader behavior required to maximize subordinate outcomes;
personal characteristics of the subordinate determine how the environment and leader
behavior are interpreted. House categorizes leadership behaviors into four areas: (a)
directive, (b) supportive, (c) achievement oriented, and (d) participative.
Leaders exemplifying directive behavior give specific orders to subordinates.
Supportive leaders are concerned with subordinates’ individual needs. Achievement-
oriented and participative leaders focus on setting high standards/expectations and
consulting with subordinates in making decisions, respectively. Each behavior is
applicable depending on the situation. In directive behavior, communication is primarily
one-way and focuses on the other person’s duties and responsibilities. Supportive
behavior is the extent to which the leader sets positive expectations, encourages, listens,
praises, and helps facilitate the thinking ofothers. In supportive behavior, the flow of
communication is primarily two-way. When tasks are narrowly defined, supportive
leadership is desirable. Achievement-oriented leaders enhance subordinates feelings of
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self confidence, and participative leadership behavior increases satisfaction when tasks
are xinstructured.
Power Influence Approach
Under the Power Influence Approach, leaders and followers have influence over
one another. Leaders influence their followers through power. Power is defined as the
ability ofone actor to get another actor to do something that he or she might not
otherwise do with the legitimate right to exert influence authorized through followers
consent. Followers are given power by the mere fact that school leaders depend on them
for information, expertise, and cooperation shown to meeting organizational goals.
French and Raven (1959) provided an expanded conceptualization ofpower.
Within this conceptualization, six sources were postulated:
1. Reward power - the leader offers fevors, benefits, or future rewards for
compliance.
2. Coercive power - the leader uses or implies threats, frequent checking.
3. Legitimate power - the leader seeks to establish legitimacy of request by
claiming the authority or the right to make it, or by verifying that it is
consistent with organizational policies, rule or practice.
4. Expert power - the leader bases appeal on his or her expertise.
5. Reciprocity - the leader appeals based on feeling ofdebt (based on past
favors) to the leader.
6. Referent power - personal attractiveness or membership in someone’s
primary experience group.
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The form ofpower used within an organization depends upon the situation. Some
powers are more acceptable in a given organization than others. For instance, college
teachers are more willing to accept expert, legitimate, and referent powers than reward or
coercive power (Bachman, 1968).
Every directive, request or command issued by a school leader is not the same in
the eyes of the staffmember. Some requests involve behaviors the employee would do
on his or her own, while other directives would not be carried out under any
circumstances. Below is a model that describes the degree of resistance a leader would
encounter to various requests. The lower down on the list, the greater the resistance. The
greater the resistance, the more power the leader must have to ensure conq)liance
(Barnard, 1938).
1. Preference zone - behaviors and activities the target actually enjoys doing and
would probably do with any request.
2. Indifference zone - these behaviors represent activities for which the target
has no preference. For example, if an employee really does not care if she is
assigned to a particular committee, this decision would lie in the indifference
zone.
3. Legitimate zone - These are behaviors in which the employee would rather
not do but recognizes that it is his or her responsibility as an employee to do
what is asked.
4. Influence zone - Behaviors in this zone represent tasks and activities that the
target views as outside his or her normal duties and responsibilities. To carry
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out these directives would mean going beyond job requirements. While the
individual perceives these activities as extra roles, he or she can be motivated
to do the task by an effective leader.
5. Non-influence zone - These are behaviors in which the target would not
engage under any work-related circumstances.
Effective leadership is widely accepted as being a key constituent in achieving
school improvement. While there is a great deal ofcontemporary interest in schools in
difficulty, few research studies have focused exclusively on leadership practices and
approaches (Harris, 2002). School leaders derive authority and power from their
positions, and it is the use ofthis authority and power that is associated with leader
effectiveness. Leader effectiveness is also dependent upon personal characteristics,
interactions with others and the situation itself.
The consensus ofmany researchers was that there was no single cluster of leader
behaviors. Leader behaviors tended to be either task oriented or human relations
oriented. Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) and Cartwright and Zander (1960), the Ohio
State University studies (Canq)bell & Gregg, 1957; Sergiovanni & Carver, 1980;
Sergiovanni & Starrat, 1971; Stogdill, 1974), and Blake and Mouton (1975) described
leadership behavior primarily as two dimensions. One dimension, task orientation
(initiating structure), included the leader’s definition ofthe relation between himselfor
herselfand subordinates, defining patterns or organization and channels of
conununication, and prescribing methods for getting the job done. A second dimension,
human relations orientation (consideration), included the leader’s behaviors which
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maintained personal relations with members of the group and was characterized by
friendship, trust, interest, and respect for followers’ ideas.
A major influence on leadership is the perception of the leader’s role. Fergus and
Melamed (1976) stated that perception is the point of reality contact. They considered
perception to be a process of information decoding or how a person gained knowledge
about the environment. Therefore, attention will now be given to the area ofperceptions
of roles.
Perceptions ofRoles
A major influence on leadership is the perception ofthe leader’s role. Hersey and
Blanchard (1977) stated that it is perception and interpretation of reality that produces
behavior, not necessarily truth or reality. The perception others hold about the leader’s
power gives the leader the ability to influence the behavior of the followers.
Role behavior, according to Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey (1962), was the
product of the interaction between situational factors and the attitudes, interpersonal
response traits, wants, and cognitions ofthe individual Katz and Kahn (1978) referred to
role behavior as “the recurring actions ofan individual appropriately interrelated with
the repetitive activities ofothers so as to yield a predictable outcome” (p. 189). In the
minds of the organizational members, there exist role-set standards by which each
member evaluates the performance ofa given office and its occupant.
Each member responds to the organization, and its leader, in terms ofhow the
member perceives the organization. For each member, there is a sent-role and a received-
role. The received-role is the member’s perception ofwhat was sent. For exan:^)le, the
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principal may be sending one message (sent-role) but the teachers may perceive that
message entirely different (received-role).
The following are four concepts of role-sending and role-receiving known as role





evaluative standards applied to the
behaviors of the person who
occupies a given position.
communications sent by members
ofthe role-set as attempts to
influence the focal person.
the person’s perception of the role-
sendings.
the response ofthe focal person to
the information received, (pp.
194-195)
Individuals vary in the accmacy of their interpersonal judgments form time to
time. Factors that influence this variance include the nature of the event, the ability of the
person making the judgment, the characteristics of the other person, and the information
available to the person making the judgment. Also, the order of the information and the
nature of the attribute being judged influence the accuracy of the perception. Perception
accuracy may be, in part, a fimction ofattributing to others what the judge sees in him
(Krechetal., 1962).
A role relationship involves at least two people. When there are contradictory
sets ofrole e^qjectations, role conflicts arise. A major cause ofperceptual incongruence
is conflict; the greater the incongruence, the greater the conflict. Getzels, Lipham, and
Campbell (1968) stated that role-personality conflict resulted when discrepancies arose
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between patterns ofexpectations attached to the institutional role and patterns ofneed-
dispositions characteristic ofmembers of the role. The primary function ofthe
administrator was to evoke goal-directed behavior that was individually satisfying and, at
the same time, useful to the situation.
In summary, perception depends on expectations, previous needs, values, and sent
and received communications. Heider (1958), in his attribution theory, discussed three
consequences of representation and perception. They were (a) control over part of the
environment that was represented, (b) evaluation, and (c) communion between persons.
Control helped structure a part ofthe environment that was perceived. Evaluation in
perception referred to the relations between the perceiver and the person observed. Both
parties evaluated the other favorably or unfavorably. Evaluation could result in positive
or negative reactions. Communion related primarily to visual perceptions between two
persons. The communion created an interpersonal experience that established a union
between persons. Thus, individuals’ perceptions and reaction to other people could be
better understood if the perceivers understood the conditions and effects of their
environments. It appears, then, that leader effectiveness may depend upon the
perceptions ofothers concerning role and behavior.
In a study conducted by Keeler and Andrews (1963), all of the statistics gave
strong support to the hypothesis that leader behavior of the principal, as perceived by his
staff, was significantly related to the productivity of the schools. Schools can no longer
keep up the pretense that relationships do not affect performance, either academically or
professionally (Hinds, 2000).
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Human Relations Skills and Principal Effectiveness
A human relation in its most simplistic form constitutes any interaction between
two or more people. This interaction will usually include a verbal and nonverbal
exchange of ideas, beliefs, views, feelings, attitudes, and opinions (C. Jones, personal
communication. May 10, 2001).
The human relations approach to leadership which emerged in the late 1930s is
defined as behaviors that foster the development of trust and openness between the leader
and the followers (Bulach, 1993). Trust is defined as an interpersonal condition that
exists between people when interpersonal relationships are characterized by an assured
reliance or confident dependence on the character, ability, truthfulness, confidentiaUty,
and predictability ofothers in the group (Bulach, 1993). Openness is defined as an
interpersonal condition that exists between people in a group when they tell each other
what they think about-facts, ideas, values, beliefs, feelings and the way they do things;
and the recipient ofa transmission is willing to listen to that transmission (Bulach, 1993).
Hiunan relations and interpersonal communications are closely intertwined because of the
openness dimension.
According to Sass (1989), interpersonal communication skills, hrnnan relations
skills and leadership are the most important skills for educational leaders. This finding
was based on the results ofa survey that was sent to superintendents and professors of
leadership training institutions across the United States and is supported by many others
who have investigated competencies and skills that are critical for educational leaders.
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Stanton (1994), in a survey mailed to all South Dakota school board members and
superintendents, also found that the most critical competencies for leader effectiveness
were skill in human relations, communications, and leadership. A South Carolina study
by Harrill (1990) investigated competencies and skills needed by district-level curriculum
and instructional leaders and found that interpersonal communications, human relations
and management were the most important competency areas. Harrison (1993), in an
investigation ofeffective principal preparation programs, had similar findings. The
research ofHarrill (1990), Hutchinson (1998), JoUy (1995), and Rouss (1992) also
support the premise that human relations and interpersonal skills are competencies
needed for effective leadership.
Jordan (1996) described three areas ofskills needed to make an effective leader:
human relations skills, conceptual skills, and technical skills. Human relations skills
involve trust, communication, respect, resolving conflicts and understanding group
dynamics. Technical skills are used to accomplish tasks such as planning programs,
evaluating services and office tasks.
Davis (1998), an assistant professor at the University of the Pacific in Stockton,
California, analyzed 99 questionnaires fi’om a sample of200 California superintendents
in districts with more than 1,000 students. The questionnaire asked school chiefs to rank
the top five reasons for principals losing their jobs. The reason most often given was
“failure to build positive personal relationships”, chosen by 51% ofthe superintendents.
When all of the most fi'equent responses were totaled, 68% fell into the “personal-human
relations” category. The study suggested that feilure to raise student achievement.
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unwillingness to lead reform efforts, or even ineffective management are less likely to
result in the involuntary loss of a principal’s job than bad interpersonal relationships.
According to Davis (1998), approximately one in three principals leave their
positions involuntarily. Davis asserts that there is a need for understanding the kinds of
leadership behaviors that create problems for principals and those they are responsible for
leading. In an investigation ofthree types of flawed leadership, it was found that
individuals can possess well-developed social skills and an attractive interpersonal style
yet still exhibit flawed leadership behaviors (Clark, Clark, & Albright, 1990).
Additionally, in a study that analyzed the leadership style of school principals,
Bulach et al. (1998) found that a principal’s human relations skills, levels of trust, the
way decisions are made, and the way principals control subordinates and deal with
conflict are often the reasons why principals are either successftil or unsuccessful as
educational leaders. These findings were consistent with existing research. Thus,
practicing the behaviors in the human relations domain is a very important leadership
skill.
Covey (1990) observes that next to physical survival, the greatest need ofa
human being is psychological survival, that is, the need to be understood, to be affirmed,
to be validated, and to be appreciated. Covey states that when a leader listens carefully to
another person, influencing or problem-solving can begin. The inverse is also true.
According to a con:q)ilation of studies by Karen Osterman (1993), school principals who
focxis on communicating their own perspectives become isolated and ineffectxial.
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Communication experts recommend that school leaders use sincere praise,
whenever possible, to create a more constructive atmosphere in order to enhance
interpersonal relationships with colleagues and constituents. Interpersonal relationships
involve verbal and nonverbal communication. Amundson (1993) noted that one study
found 93% ofa message is sent nonverbally, and only 7% ofa message is sent verbally.
Geddes (1995) recommends that leaders use frequent eye contact to communicate interest
and confidence. It is also important to be available and to welcome personal contact with
others perhaps by asking staffmembers about their Emilies and calling them by their first
names. An administrator who takes time to get to know the staffwill be able to identify,
develop, and make use ofeach staffmember’s capabilities.
According to Jung (1973), it is especially important for administrators to inform
staffmembers oftheir job performance. Effective school leaders give plenty oftimely
positive feedback. Negative feedback is given in private, without anger or personal
attack, and criticism is accepted without becoming defensive.
Various researchers indicate humor is the seventh sense necessary for effective
school leadership. Results ofa study by Patricia Pierson and Paul Bredeson (1993)
suggest that principals use humor for four main purposes: (a) creating and improving
school climate, (b) relating to teachers the principal’s understanding of the complexities
and demands oftheir professionalwork life, (c) breaking down the rigidity of
bureaucratic structures by humanizing and personalizing interpersonal communications,
and (d) when appropriate, delivering sanctions and other necessary unpleasantries.
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It appears that principal effectiveness may depend upon the perceptions of
teachers concerning role and behavior. A review of the literature revealed a great deal of
support for the theory that human relations skill is critical for effective principals. A
discussion of the principal leadership through standardized testing follows.
Principal Leadership and Standardized Testing
After years ofwork on stmctured changes, standards, and testing and ways of
holding students and schools accountable, the education policy world has turned its
attention to the people charged with making the system work. At the classroom level,
that has meant a flurry ofefforts to attract and train good teachers and keep them in their
jobs. But nowhere is the focus on the human element in public education more prevalent
than in the renewed recognition ofthe importance of strong and effective leadership
(Olson, 2000). Most noticeably, the push for standards-based reform and the pressure on
schools to deliver in terms ofstudent success have raised the demands and pressures on
principals and brought unprecedented level ofpublic scrutiny to their job performance.
Widespread agreement that United States schools face a dearth of administrators
capable ofproviding that leadership has in recent months roused a broad and influential
group ofpolicy contingents to action. Among the groups are the U.S. Department of
Education, the Broad Foimdation, the Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation ofNew
York, state governors and education officials, and the leaders of several national
corporations. The degree to which these and other groups came together to focus on a
single issue brought with it millions ofdollars in research grants and program funding
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with a strong emphasis on reshaping the training and preparation ofprincipals (Olson,
2000).
By the very nature of the urban principalship, principal tiunover in this urban
school system is prevalent. The roles ofprincipals, superintendents, and other education
leaders have expanded during the past decade to include a larger focus on teaching and
learning, professional development, data-driven decision making, and accountability
(Institute for Educational Leadership, 2000). With leadership for student learning as the
priority, instructional leadership might simply be described as “anything that leaders do
to improve teaching and learning in their schools and districts.”
This view implies that instructional leadership may look different in different
communities-and, in fact, it does. For example, in a school or district with a significant
number of students performing at levels below identified standards, leadership might
focus on examining student achievement data to identify areas ofweakness and using
those data to improve classroom instruction. Conversely, in a school community with a
perceived tradition of success, leadership may need to challenge the status quo,
promoting such ideas as peer observation to ensme that teaching practices enable all
students to learn at high levels. An unsafe school environment that hinders teaching and
learning may require that instructional leadership focus first on advocating for
improvements in the physical plant (King, 2002).
These examples demonstrate the range ofchallenges that today’s administrators
face. In dealing with any of these challenges, effective instructional leaders keep the
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focus on improving teaching and learning and on gathering evidence of student success
that demonstrates this improvement (King, 2002).
Recognizing this challenge, xmder the leadership of the 1S*** appointed
superintendent. Dr. Beverly L. Hall, this urban school district was one of 10 school
districts in the Wallace Fund’s Leadership for Educational Achievement in Districts
(LEAD) initiative selected from more than 40 applicants. The district’s plans underwent
extensive review in 2001 by an independent panel ofexperts, with the Wallace Fund
making the final selection. In partnership with the Governor’s office and the University
System ofGeorgia, the school system’s goal was to help play a prominent role in
redefining leadership.
The state-district initiatives were part ofLEADERS Count, a five-year, $150
million commitment by the Wallace Fimd to place quality leadership at the core ofschool
reform and to build a new field ofknowledge that helps improvements spread on a
broader scale. The objectives ofLEADERS Count were to attract and place a broader
pool ofable candidates for school leadership, to strengthen the abilities ofprincipals and
superintendents to improve learning, and to create conditions that allowed principals and
superintendents to perform as effective leaders. The program focused on setting high
standards for students, building instructional programs to support those standards, using
data to set benchmarks and monitor progress, leading schools through standards-based
objectives, results-based performance management and continuous school improvement.
According to Mary Lee Fitzgerald, the Fund’s Director ofEducation Programs,
“Superintendents and principals are often hampered by state mandates and bureaucracies
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in their efforts to effect changes that will improve student learning. Through the state-
district work, LEAD districts would help state policymakers understand the role that
superintendents and principals play in raising all students to higher academic success.”
Every school is without doubt accountable to its student body, parents, and
community. Nevertheless, Ferrandino and Tirozzi (2002) do not believe that the results
of a single test should be the sole basis for that accountability. Every school principal
accepts accountability as part ofthe process ofeducating students and preparing them
academically for their ftitures. However, a single high-stakes test should neither be the
measuring stick for success nor for holding educators accountable (Ferrandino & Tirozzi,
2002).
Ferrandino and Tirozzi (2002) also believe that too many policymakers want to
use tests only for the purposes ofholding public schools, educators, and students
accountable without taking into account any improvement in individual student
achievement or for differences in a student’s academic backgroimd.
The increased use ofstandardized tests is one ofthe strategies in current school
improvement efforts across the United States. The trend is becoming increasingly
controversial as the tests are used for high-stakes decisions. The issue oftesting was
e)q)lored thoroughly in the 2001 and 2002 Gallup poll. The Annual Phi Delta
Kappan Gallup Poll indicated some resistance to the increased use of tests, with the
percentage believing that there was too much emphasis on testing increasing from 20% in
1997 to 30% and the percentage of those believing that there is not enough en:q)hasis
dropping from 28% in 1997 to 23%. The only significant change since last year is among
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nonwhites, where the percentage who believes that there is too much emphasis on testing
has increased from 27% to 42% (Rose & Gallup, 2001).
Opposition to using a single standardized test in making high-stakes decisions can
probably be attributed to public beliefs about the way tests should be used and the way
student success should be measured. Respondents of the Gallup poll indicated that tests
should be used to drive instruction. This finding gives heart to those who believe that
this is the basic purpose of testing.
Effective leadership is widely accepted as being a key ingredient in achieving
school improvement (Office for Standards in Education [OFSTEAD], 2000). But
compared with other issues, leadership has largely been ignored in the most recent bout
ofeducational improvement efforts. Those involved point to a host of factors that have
raised leadership to the top of the policy agenda. The push for standards-based reform
and the pressure on schools to deliver in terms ofstudent success have raised the
demands and pressures on principals and brought a unique level ofpublic examination to
their job performance.
As stated earlier, more careers have been damaged through faulty human relations
than through a lack oftechnical ability. Many people are technically knowledgeable, but
have no idea about hiunan relations. They are unaware that simply knowing how to do
job is not the key to success (Hinds, 2000). Even if the entire process ofeducation
becomes entirely electronic, it must be acknowledged that, in order for institutions like
schools to function effectively, the human relations aspect must be accepted. Schools can
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no longer keep up the pretense that relationships do not affect performance, either
academic or professional (Hinds, 2000).
According to the Atlanta Public School’s Principal Evaluation Handbook, the
principal plays the critical role in improving student success. A description ofexemplary
performance, according to the handbook follows.
Atlanta Public School’s Description ofEffective Principals
In the six Title I schools under study, the principal plays the critical role in
assuring that (a) the quality ofteaching and learning in every school is at the highest
possible level, (b) all students are provided appropriate opportunities to succeed at the
highest levels, and (c) student achievement improves year to year.
At the begiiming ofeach year, a conference is held between the executive director
of schools and the principal. During the conference, aU terms and conditions associated
with the annual evaluation process are reviewed from the Principal’s Evaluation
Handbook. The conference focuses on clarifying the principal’s major initiatives for the
year. Ifany initiatives are dropped during the school year, the executive director for
schools must be notified in advance.
The final end-of-year evaluation is dependent upon each party providing
sufficient evidence regarding the degree ofaccomplishment ofeach performance element
that is evaluated. Both parties meet during the school year to discuss progress,
impediments to overcome, and assistance, if needed. If the principal believes that some
extraordinary and uncontrollable event occurred that made it difficult to achieve any one
ofthe performance elements, he or she must provide the executive director for schools
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with the evidence that such an event occurred and that it directly and significantly
contributed to a lack ofaccomplishment ofa specific performance element.
The effectiveness ofthe evaluation process is only as sound as the mutual
understanding between the executive directors for schools and principals regarding the
performance elements to be evaluated, and the behaviors and characteristics required to
validate the highest possible ratings defined by the rubric. The appropriate uses ofthe
rubric is to assure a common imderstanding ofthe standard that is used forjudging
performance as outstanding and serve as the yardstick for making evaluative judgments.
It must be noted that all principals in the school system are evaluated using a
rubric of seven performance elements with a maximum number ofpoints available for the
various factors within each performance element. The performance elements and
maximum number ofpoints follows:
1. Student Achievement 25 points
2. Change/Facilitating Agent 20 points
3. Teaching and Learning Environment 20 points
4. StaffPerformance 20 points
5. Administrative Practices 5 points
6. Communications and Community Relations 5 points
7. Personal Development 5 points
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A detailed description ofeach performance element follows:
Performance Element 1: StudentAchievement
Factor: Student achievement. A principal receives points based on the extent to
which his or her school’s student performance targets are met. For this element, the
executive director for schools has no discretion in the assignment ofpoints. Points are
assigned as follows:
• If90% or more ofthe targets were fully met, 25 points should be awarded.
• If 75% of the targets were fiilly met or met at the 75% level, 19-24 points should
be awarded.
• If50-74% of the targets were fully met or met at the 75% level, 16-18 points
should be awarded.
• If between 35-49% ofthe targets were folly met or met at the 75% level, 11-15
points should be awarded.
• If fewer than 15% ofthe targets were folly met ormet at the 75% level, 0-5 points
should be awarded.
A principal cannot be rated as outstanding unless at least 16 points are achieved
for performance element 1, student achievement.
Performance Element 2: Change/FacilitatingAgent
Factor: Setting the tone. An effective principal is one who consistently and
effectively guides his or her staff in creating a teaching and learning culture that fosters
continuing improvement in student achievement.
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Factor: Motivating staffand decision-making style. The effective principal
involves others in the decision-making process and encourages strong professional
relationships among staff. The effective principal documents how he or she motivates
staff to participate in the reform process and creates conditions that stimulate change.
Factor: Communicating high expectations. The effective principal provides
evidence that he or she consistently communicates the message that all teachers and
school staffs are expected to teach at the highest levels since all students are expected to
achieve at the highest level, and can point to policies and practices he or she initiated
toward those ends. Effective principals provide evidence that learning is celebrated, and
students value their school as evidenced by improved attendance, positive behavior and
only occasional acts ofvandalism.
Performance Element 3: Teaching and Learning Environment
Factor: Maintaining afocus on instruction. The effective principal is the
instructional leader ofthe school, identifying what works and what is not working, and
quickly responding to correct any deficiencies. His or her leadership has an observable
impact on daily instructional activities. He or she demonstrates that the focus ofhis or
her plans is based on a careful analysis of student performance data. He or she
demonstrates that (when needed) he or she provides staffwith training to improve their
effectiveness to respond to students’ instructional and personal growth needs.
The effective principal assures that school reform models and other instructional
initiatives are implemented in accordance with appropriate procedures and documents
that he or she regularly monitors the implementation. He or she assures that the taught
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curriculum is aligned with the district’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) and the content
ofwhat is assessed on state and local tests. The effective principal and his or her
designee observe teachers regularly and provide them with meaningful feedback to assure
that they are teaching to the QCCs, and utilizing strategies that engage all students in
learning the QCCs. The effective principal requires teachers to use a variety ofdata for
instructional plaiming and motivates teachers to involve parents in supporting the
instructional objectives.
The effective principal communicates to all staff that time, resources and
personnel should be used flexibly to maximize the directed instructional time for all
students. He or she reviews and, where necessary, modifies the school’s and teachers’
schedules to assure that students below level receive additional instructional time. He or
she encoxirages appropriate short-term groupings of students, based on their needs. He or
she documents that such activities regularly occur.
The effective principal assures that technology is used regularly to respond to the
identified needs of students and also documents that he or she develops or initiates the
development o^ and effectively implements, a written code of student rights and
responsibilities.
Factor: Using staffand resources effectively. The effective principal
demonstrates that he or she uses staff, resources, and time in ways that assure that the
goals/targets in the School Achievement Plan will be met. He or she provides staffvrith
opportunities to assume leadership responsibilities. The effective principal is one who
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demonstrates that he or she creates an environment in which teachers have the flexibility
to take risks and respond to needs ofstudents.
Factor: Creating qualityprogramsfor students receiving special services. The
effective principal demonstrates that he or she develops and manages effective
instructional and other programs for Title I, special education, gifted, ESL, and any other
students with identified needs requiring special or extra efforts.
Performance Element 4: StaffPerformance
Factor: Strengthening staffperformance. An effective principal understands the
link between the performance of the stafi^ and the achievement and personal growth of
students. He or she assures that all staffe have the content and strategic knowledge
needed to teach the QCCs to all students. He or she encourages all staff to participate in
appropriate professional growth opportunities.
Factor: Using data effectively. The effective principal demonstrates that he or
she uses a variety ofdata (observations, test scores, student portfolios, interviews with
teachers, etc.) to identify teachers’ strengths and weaknesses, and uses the data to justify
requests for staffdevelopment.
Factor: Monitoring teacher/studentperformance. The effective principal
conducts and documents regular and extensive classroom observations to determine
teacher effectiveness, particularly the extent to which teachers engage all students in
meaningful instructioa He or she documents that he or she provides teachers with
meaningful feedback regarding the quality and effectiveness of their teaching,
emphasizing ways to (a) increase directed instructional time for all students, (b) provide
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more time for students who are further behind, and (c) use a range of strategies to meet
the needs of students who are not succeeding.
Factor: Mentoring staff. The effective principal provides ongoing and
meaningful mentoring services to new teachers and to teachers with identified areas of
need. He or she documents that he or she provides and obtains training for non¬
classroom teachers (e.g., resource teachers, reading specialists, music teachers, physical
education teachers, etc.) to support and extend the work of the classroom teacher. The
effective principal documents ineffective teachers and takes appropriate actions to
remedy the situation in a timely and appropriate manner.
Performance Element 5: Administrative Practices
Factor: Managing thefacility. The effective principal monitors and manages his
or her fecilities effectively and efficiently and documents efforts to assure that the
building is safe, clean, and inviting to students and parents. He or she notifies the proper
officials when work is required and maintains records ofall requests and their
disposition.
Factor: Managing the budget. Effective principals create budgets that are
responsive to the district’s guidelines and address the school’s critical needs. He or she
monitors budget expenditures and submits high quality, appropriate, and timely year-end
financial reports.
Factor: Responding to requests. The effective principal illustrates that he or she
responds in a timely manner to all requests for information from central office and from
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the public. He or she documents that the responses are relevant and ofthe highest
quality.
Factor: Utilizing services. The effective principal documents that he or she uses
all available district services to meet the school’s and students’ needs.
Factor: Evaluating staff. The effective principal evaluates all staffon a regular
basis and maintains careful documentation justifying the conclusions that are reached in
the evaluations, and takes steps to correct any deficiencies or to respond to staffs needs.
Factor: Administering specialprograms. The effective principal assures that the
students receive the full range ofeffective services that they are eligible for receiving,
including Title I, special education, ESL, gifted, etc. He or she assures that all local,
state, and federal guidelines are appropriately and effectively followed in the
implementation of these programs/services.
Performance Element 6: Communications andCommunity Relations
Factor: Publicly articulating the vision. The effective principal publicly
articulates the vision for the school, and the values and beliefs that reflect his or her
expectations for staff and student performance. He or she docmnents the fact that this
vision is disseminated beyond the school building into the community, to parents, civic
leaders, and others.
Factor: Fostering communications. The effective principal establishes two-way
communications and consensus-building processes in the school and documents that staff
recommendations are considered, and, when appropriate, are converted into new policy
37
or practice. He or she uses mediation and conflict resolution skills to resolve
interpersonal issues between and among staffmembers.
Factor: Encouraging involvement. The effective principal documents that he or
she meaningfully involves businesses, civic groups, and individuals in furthering the
school’s mission.
Performance Element 7: Personal Development
Factor: Enhancing self-capacity. The effective principal is constantly seeking
ways of improving his or her capacity to support the district’s and school’s mission of
assuring that all students are taught and learn at higher levels and documents his or her
efforts to do so.
Professional development plans must be developed when principals earn 10 or
fewer points on Performance Element 1: Student Achievement, or fewer than 50% of the
points for any other performance element. The professional development plan (PDP)
must (a) describe what will be done to improve the principal’s performance in the area
represented by the performance element, (b) list the kind ofdocumentation that will be
used to gauge success, and (c) be signed by both parties. The PDP must be completed
before the beginning ofthe school year and revised as appropriate during the school year.
It is important that these improvement efforts respond to specific factors that were
identified as weaknesses. For example, if the evaluation revealed that the principal did
not respond in a timely or effective manner to parent requests and telephone calls, the
principal must participate in appropriate training in the area ofcommunications. On the
other hand, if it was determined that a principal did not meet any ofhis or her goals in the
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area ofbudgeting, it may well be that he or she should be involved in a professional
development program that includes training in the design and management ofbudgets.
Whenever a professional development plan is required, the executive director for
schools will notify the deputy superintendent for curriculum and instructioa The
executive director for schools will provide the deputy superintendent for curriculum and
instruction with a mid-year review regarding the principal’s progress in meetii^ the
objectives of the PDF.
Without question, the current climate ofreform has changed the role ofeducation
leaders. Today’s instructional leaders function in a constantly changing environment and
serve students with greater and more diverse needs than ever before. Yet, they are
expected to lead their schools to show marked improvements more quickly and with
fewer resources at their disposal. They are expected to improve the quality ofteachers,
maintain safe schools, and turn stafil^ parent groups, and business partners into
communities of learners. Under the watchful eyes oftheir parent and business
commimities, these leaders are challenged to lead and to learn simultaneously (King,
2002).
There is no litmus test for the presence of instructional leadership, nor is there a
definitive list of its characteristics or behaviors. In places where instructional leadership
truly exists, it becomes an integral, almost invisible, part ofhow a school community
works, lives, and learns together. The presence ofauthentic instructional leadership can
be witnessed in the everyday acts ofpeople who take responsibility for improving
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teaching and learning in the entire school community, and its effectiveness will be
revealed in a variety ofmeasures of student success (King, 2002).
As a result ofhis research. Bridges (1965) concluded that the influence ofa
principal’s experience may well be one ofthe most significant determinants ofhis
observable behavior. He discovered that an elementary school principal’s behavior is
shaped more and more by expectations held for him and less and less by his personality
in the comse ofhis service.
According to Wiggins (1971), school principals traditionally come through the
ranks as teachers, vice principals and other service positions most frequently within the
same school district. Apparently, the influences of these experiences within a district
prepare principals to behave in a predictable and uniform manner. This renders their
behavioral characteristics more predictable and makes them more interchangeable. Their
observable behavior becomes consistently similar. On this basis, the principal’s success
or feilure is evaluated primarily upon how well he performs within his role and less by
the uniqueness associated with his personality and individuality. Wiggins believes that
an elementary school principal’s personality is strongly influenced by the forces of
socialization which tend to mold individuals to fit into roles devised for maintaining
stability. Under these circumstances, acts of leadership associated with innovation and
change seem improbable unless they are written into the script, and in reality, they
seldom are.
Attentionwill now be given to a description ofthe ineffective principal behaviors
that affect teacher perceptions, thus hindering student success.
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Ineffective Principal Behaviors
Most definitions or descriptions ofthe school principal centered on the individual
charged by the school board for administrative responsibility in a given public school
building. A more appropriate description might be the person responsible for the
direction and the supervision ofa particular attendance unit. Most ofthe effectiveness
research in the area ofthe principalship addressed several major areas of responsibility.
A discussion ofthose areas follows.
Generally, the role of the principal, as defined by the literature fells into three
categories: (a) the principal as manager, (b) the principal as instructional leader, and (c)
the principal as change agent (Anderson, 1991).
Principals are involved in every aspect of their school’s operations-fi'om
assigning students to classes, to evaluating teachers, to enforcing the rules, to making
sure the boiler works and the roofdoes not leak. The principal is the school leader and
sets the tone for the school climate. As the school leader, the actions ofthe principal are
noticed and interpreted by others as what is important. The school’s culture will likely
reflect those values (Lashway, 1997).
There is no doubt that the principal sets the tone for the school climate (Lashway,
1997). It has been shown that the majority of teachers who leave the profession attribute
their departure to ineffective principals (Mumane, 1981; Theobald, 1990). Therefore,
one might argue that in order to exert leadership in the schools, the principal needs to
understand how to support and influence teachers.
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Most administrator training programs focus on what educational leaders should do
rather than on mistakes or what they should not do (Bulach et al., 1998). Most ofthe
shortcomings and mistakes school administrators make fall into the category ofpoor
human relations. Bulach, Boothe, and Pickett (1997) asked 375 Georgia educators who
were enrolled in graduate programs to list and rank the types ofmistakes administrators
made. Mistakes that can be subsumed xmder the category ofpoor human relations skills
occurred most often, according to Bulach and his colleagues.
Lack of trust and an uncaring attitude were the two behaviors most frequently
associated with this category ofmistakes. These two behaviors tend to go together. That
is, ifa person perceives that the supervisor does not care, it is likely that trust will be
absent. Other mistakes associated with caring and trust were &ilure to circulate with
stafL staying distant, not calling teachers by their names, failure to delegate, and feilure
to con^liment staff. Generally, administrator who display these shortcomings have a
very strong task orientation as opposed to a people orientation, as discussed earlier.
Principals who are abrasive, arrogant, aggressive, uncaring, and inattentive to the
needs ofothers are fer more likely to lose their jobs (Davis, 1998). Such characteristics
impede the development of support among teachers, parents, and community agencies.
These qualities are interpreted as a lack of savvy and people skills. Behavior of this
nature leads to ineffective management ofthe diverse political demands ofthe job and
failure to establish trust and confidence.
One final mistake in this category dealt with the inability to motivate staff.
Teachers believe many administrators do not know how to motivate staffexcept through
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position, reward, and coercion. Leaders who attempt to motivate by exercising these
forms ofpower tend to be task oriented. This type of leadership behavior often resulted
in low staffmorale (Bulach et al., 1998).
Martin (1990) focused onmistakes unsuccessful principals in Oregon. Seventy-
three percent of responding superintendents had supervised a principal whom they had to
release, transfer, or counsel out ofthe principalship. Reasons cited for a lack ofsuccess
were avoidance of situations, lack ofvision, poor administrative skills, and poor
community relations.
In a study performed by Deluca, Rogus, Raisch, and Place (1997), 507
respondents were asked to assess the impact of23 deficiencies. These areas were
reduced by a factor analysis to a set of seven clusters. Significant negative relationships
were found between maintaining one’s position as a principal and deficiencies in the
clusters ofproblem solving, decision making, and delegating and monitoring.
The example most frequently given for poor interpersonal communications skills
was failme to listen. Doing paperwork in the presence ofvisitors and not maintaining
eye contact were examples ofbehaviors illustrative of failure to listen. A perceived
failure to listen is often interpreted by the speaker as a sign ofnot caring, whereas the
perception that the receiver is listening is viewed by the speaker as a caring behavior.
Bulach et al. (1997) found that ineffective principals had interpersonal
communications problems in the areas ofgiving and receiving feedback. Exanq)les
offered by teachers were feilure to provide feedback after visiting their rooms, feedback
on how teachers handled a fight, feedback on how a teacher may have handled a parent
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teacher conference, and the type ofdiscipline that a student may have received after
being sent to the office.
On the receiving end, some supervisors reprimanded teachers in front oftheir
colleagues instead ofdoing it privately. Just as it can be detrimental to reprimand
students in front ofthe whole class, it is also unprofessional for supervisors to reprimand
teachers in front of their peers.
Data provided above by teachers who participated in the study send a clear
message that school administrators make mistakes that could be avoided if they were
aware ofthem. People often believe they can recognize leadership when they see it, but
most schools can tell at least one rueful story about an administrator who turned out to be
less the paragon everyone expected. As the issue ofaccountability increases,
administrators need data that will enable them to modify their leadership to lead effective
schools.
Effective Schools Research
How the effectiveness ofschools can best be measured and reported is a question
that perhaps has no single correct answer. One difficulty has been that there is little
agreement on what is meant by effectiveness. Reid, Hopkins, and Holly (1987)
concluded that while all reviews assume effective schools can be differentiated from
ineffective ones; there is no consensus yet on just what constitutes an effective school. A
good deal of recent research suggests that schools are differentially effective (Nuttall,
1989; Sammons, 1987); that is, they enhance the performance ofcertain kinds of
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students, but not others. There is also evidence that schools may be differentially
effective in some subject areas but not others (Nuttall, 1989; Sammons, 1987).
Further, school effects may not be stable over even relatively short periods of
time; that is, they may be effective one year, but not the next (Wyatt, 1996). Most
current definitions have in common a focus on student outcomes and, in particular, the
concept of the value added to the school (McPherson, 1992). This focus implies that a
school’s performance is to be judged not on results but on the school’s contribution to
these results.
Most of the literature related to effective schools gave definitions or descriptions
ofeffective schools in terms ofcertain characteristics found within the school itself
Effectiveness has been defined rather broadly as the health ofthe school (Wyatt, 1996).
It was also suggested that pupil improvement on standardized tests, so that performance
exceeded expected levels, was a more accurate definition ofeffectiveness (Wyatt, 1996).
Other indicated a school could be both effective and ineffective depending on the criteria
used. Perhaps the most accepted definition ofan effective school, however, was that
school whose pupil achievement is significant (Purkey & Smith, 1983).
However, the picture is not nearly as clear as this impressive body ofevidence
would indicate at first glance. Very recent research suggests that the notion that schools
can be placed on a continuum fi-om effective to ineffective may be inappropriate
(Hargreaves, 1995), and indeed that effectiveness itselfmay not be a unitary concept.
During the late seventies, studies such as those ofRon Edmonds (1979) and
Michael Rutter and Barbara Maughan (2002) were published, which found that a
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common characteristic ofeffective schools is that they share an ethos or culture that is
oriented towards learning, manifest in terms ofhigh expectations of students, the setting
ofhigh standards, an emphasis on the basics, a high level of involvement in decision
making and professionalism among teachers, and cohesiveness and clear policies on
matters such as homework and student behavior. They also foimd that effective schools
are characterized by strong educational leadership, particularly exercised by the principal
and directed at establishing agreed goals, increasing competence and involvement of
staff, and clarifying roles and expectations. This knowledge formed the basis of
numerous school improvement initiatives, but it soon emerged that attempting to replicate
the characteristics ofeffective schools in all schools does not necessarily lead to
ineffective schools becoming effective schools.
High-Performing and Low-Performing Schools
According to Hill (2002), it is evident that schools are extremely complex systems
and this complexity is the chiefexplanation for the difficulties experienced thus far in
reforming or reshaping thenL While there are no simple solutions to dramatic
improvement, out of a large amount ofdata relating to school improvement and reform
initiatives, a fairly consistent and powerful knowledge base is beginning to emerge
regarding the characteristics ofhigh-performing schools with low-performing schools
being the opposite. This knowledge base is summarized as follows:
• High-performance schools are purposefiil systems. This is often reflected in
strong leadership and is always associated with clear unambiguous goals and
explicit targets which all of the members ofthe school are committed to
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achieving. Above all else, high-performance schools focus on student learning
and the development of the potential ofeach student. Low-performance schools,
by con^arison, do not have a distinctive ethos and are not clear about which
particular goals they are pursuing. They often suffer from mtemal disagreement
or uncertainty regarding directions and priorities and lack a focus on student
learning. Indeed, low-performance schools tend to be organized aroimd the
priorities ofstaff rather than students (Hill, 2002).
• High-performance schools manage con^lexity through close interdependence and
alignment ofall the con^nent parts into a smooth ftmctioning set ofnested and
interlocking subsystems, providing a high degree oforganizational equilibrium
and stability. Staffs share common goals and work collaboratively in teams as do
students. On the other hand, creative tension is accepted and group thinking is not
allowed to take over the exclusion ofthe individual and ofdifferent points of
view. The contribution ofall members of the school community is maximized
and parents are closely involved in discussing and following their children’s
progress. Staffs are responsible for decision making on all key issues confronting
the school and assume responsibility not just for the effectiveness oftheir own
teaching, but that ofother colleagues. Students are shown respect and given
substantial responsibilities. Most significantly, in ensuring success for all, high-
performance schools make sure that each ofthe components known to be
important in promoting success is present and operating effectively and in
harmony with all other components. In low-performance schools, there is poor
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internal cohesion, which means that the potential for systemic feilure is high (Hill,
2002).
• High-performance schools are dynamic organizations that are successful in
adapting to their external environment by using external pressures for change for
internal purposes, building partnerships with other schools and organizations and
planning strategically. Having already established a basis for success, they are on
the alert for ways ofbuilding upon this success and encourage staff and students
to be creative in thinking about new ways of improving performance. They are
adept at problem solving, see problems as normal and providing opportunities for
improvement. By contrast, low-performance schools are characterized by a
disposition to maintain the status quo against threats from the external
environment and inward looking. They are weary ofnew ideas, tend to see
change as problematic and problems as someone else’s responsibility (Hill, 2002).
• High levels ofconsciousness and awareness ofall aspects ofthe operation ofthe
school characterire high-performance schools. They are critically reflective, open
to external evaluation, routinely measure and monitor their performance and
functioning, continuously seek opportunities for improvement and automatically
take corrective action in response to systemmalfunctioning. In low-performance
schools, there is frequently a resistance to constructive and critical feedback, both
at the individual and organizational levels. Evidence ofsystem malfunctioning
goes unrecognized and unacknowledged, or is even suppressed. Opinions
regarding effectiveness are based on anecdote and a slender information base.
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External comment is seen as an unwelcome and improper intrusion into and
assault upon the professionalism and integrity ofthe school staff (Hill, 2002).
Characteristics ofhigh-performance schools include strong leadership, shared
vision and goals, orderly learning environment, focus on teaching and learning,
purposeful, structured teaching, high expectations, positive reinforcement, regular
monitoring ofprogress, pupil rights and responsibilities, home-school partnership,
intensive staffdevelopment aimed at creating a learning organization (Mortimore,
1993; Sammons, 1987). On the contrary, characteristics of low-performing
schools include weak or autocratic principals, lack ofdirection, staffs operate as
individuals, emphasis on control or welfere, focus on maintaining the status quo,
absence ofmonitoring, and ignorance about relative standards ofperformance.
Lessons from Twenty-one High-Performing, High-Poverty Schools (Carter, 2001)
state that effective principals must be free to decide how to spend their money, whom to
hire, and what to teach. Unless principals are free to establish their own curricula, seek
out their own facilities, and teach as they see fit, their teaching will not be its best.
Without freedom, a school principal is powerless. Effective principals either are given
their freedom or take it for themselves. Principals whose schools develop a reputation for
academic achievement usually are left alone; but, in order to get there, great principals
often are mavericks that buck the system or low flyers that get the job done quietly.
Accountability for Improved Student Success
According to the U.S. Department ofEducation publication Turning around Low-
Performing Schools (1998), today, the public is increasingly impatient with poor school
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performance. Indeed, according to some surveys, support for public education itself is at
risk. In response, states and school districts across the nation are adopting policies to
hold schools accountable for student success. In doing so, these jurisdictions are setting
standards for school performance, creating assessments aligned with standards to
measure performance, identifying their lowest performing schools, and making data on
school performance available for use in school improvement. In some cases, principals’
salaries are now dependent upon gains in student achievement.
According to Olson (2000), the focus on leadership also reflects a belated
recognition that standards and procedures alone caimot energize a dispirited teaching
staffor bring parents and community leaders together to turn arovmd a failing school.
Reville (1986) stated that constituents agree that in order for a school to be effective, a
principal who is strongly committed and focused on teaching and learning is needed.
Consensus exists on the critical role that leaders play. President Bush’s education
initiative No Child Left Behind Act (2002) is direct evidence that refocusing and
redirecting the behavior and role ofthe 21®* century school principal is at the top of
America’s agenda. The centerpiece ofBush’s No Child Left Behind Act, signed by
Congress January 8, 2002 is its call for school accountability through increased
standardized testing (Fritzberg, 2001).
Under the law, each state is required to work with its teachers, parents, principals
and local educational agencies to create a state plan that incorporates challenging
academic content standards and student achievement standards that apply to all children
within the state. The academic achievement standards, formerly called performance
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standards, must describe basic, proficient, and advanced levels ofachievement. This is
an important fact in understanding the concept ofAdequate Yearly Progress (AYP),
because the goal is for all children to reach the proficient level or beyond. The state must
also implement a single accountability system that ensures that its schools, school
districts, and the state as a whole make adequate yearly progress. The standards are built
around the premise that good leaders are those who can improve teaching and learning.
The sheer abimdance of such activity reflects a widespread and growing recognition that
without strong leaders at the helm, larger efforts to improve student achievement will
likely falter, ifnot fail (Olson, 2000).
When President Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act of2001 (NCLB) into
law on January 8, 2002, he brought to the public school system a new demand. All
students regardless of race or socioeconomic status must be held to the same academic
expectations, and all students regardless of race or socioeconomic status must have their
academic progress measured using a newly-refined concept ofaimual yearly progress
(AYP).
Title I of the previous version of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, introduced the concept ofadequate yearly
progress (AYP) in its requirements that all states establish academic content standards,
develop tests to assess student progress in those standards, and create performance
assessments for those tests. But the focus ofthe 1994 law would be used to measure
achievement in Title I schools and for Title I students than it did on ensuring actual
academic progress for all students. Consequently, most states have dual accountability
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systems in place-one for Title I schools and another for all public schools. In 2000, only
22 states had a single, unified system to judge the performance ofpublic schools (Goertz,
2001). The No Child Left Behind Act changed the law so that compliance would no
longer be based upon whether a state had created academic standards and testing, but
rather on how well all of its students demonstrated real progress toward meeting those
standards. This means that all students are tested using the same accountability system to
determine whether all students are making progress toward meeting state academic
content standards.
If schools and districts do not show gain over a defined period oftime, action will
be taken on behalfofthe students in those schools, including mandatory public school
choice and the provision of individual supplemental services purchased with Title I
funds. After four years of failure to make adequate yearly progress, districts are required
by law to implement corrective action in their schoob. This means that, in addition to
continuing the provision ofpublic school choice and supplemental services, school
dbtricts must intervene more forcefully. This could mean removing school staf^
changing school leadership, or altering curriculum and programs. Finally, any schoob
that fell to make adequate progress for five consecutive years would be completely
restructured (Cracium & Snow-Reimer, 2002).
An Integrative Review
Quantitative synthesis is a rebtively new technique comprised ofa variety of
statistical methods for summarizing and evaluating a series ofempirical findings across
investigations (Glass, 1978; Rosenthal, 1980). This procedure is an outgrowth ofthe
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increasing concern over how well one can understand large bodies of research reported in
the literature. With the amount of research accruing in the area of school effectiveness, it
may become more and more difficult to conduct reviews ofthe literature with any
semblance of rigor. Gross applications ofnonparametric statistics to a few broad
categories and attempts to integrate studies narrowly are recognized as potentially
misleading.
In its broadest sense, the goal ofquantitative synthesis is a summary of findings
of studies already completed, which will generate hypotheses for future research. A
particular advantage ofquantitative synthesis is that it can change the assumptions
sometimes made on some studies that are appealing but may not be a valid reflection of
the research.
Educators’ beliefs about principal behavior have been frequently studied to show
how their behavior impacts the school environment. Since the mid-1970s, with the rise
of the effective schools movement, several studies have come to include the influence of
the principal’s behavior on student success. Recent reviews have included numerous
works in the area attesting to the interest in the link between the two constructs. Because
ofthe relative newness of research in this area ofprincipal behavior and student success,
and a desire to take a rigorous look at current findings, a quantitative synthesis was
undertaken to filter the findings.
Another reason for initiating the study was to further address the notion of the
principal’s behavior as a major force in the school and his or her effect on student
success. Even though it shall be noted that causality cannot be advanced in this study.
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attributing the school’s success to the principal’s leadership makes sense even to
researchers who are both professionally socialized to be skeptical ofgreat person theories
oforganizational change and highly cognizant ofhuman beings’ tendencies to commit
what social scientists call “the fundamental ‘attribution error’ (i.e., the tendency to
attribute causality to personal characteristics rather than structural or organizational
fectors)” (Donmoyer & Wagstaf^ 1990, p. 35).
Five reviews related directly to principal behavior and student success were
identified in preparation for tl« integrative review for this study. Although the reviews
were feirly conclusive in nature, they are to be described as simply summaries of the
results ofstudies selected and these studies were not limited to those using statistical
measures.
A study by Keeler and Andrews (1963) found that leader behavior ofprincipals is
significantly related to test achievement of followers. Forty-six schools were selected on
the basis ofa measure ofproductivity, location, size, scope, and tenure ofthe principal.
All ofthe statistics gave strong support to the hypothesis that leader behavior of the
principal, as perceived by his staf^ was significantly related to the productivity ofthe
schools.
Further corroboration can be foimd in a study done by the New York State
Education Department (1974) of two inner-city schools. In this investigation, it was
foimd that in^rtant differences in pupil learning can occur between schools with nearly
identical &cilities, staff, and low-income student enrollments. The researcher concluded
that the findings suggest differences in pupil’s reading achievement in these two schools
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were primarily attributable to administrative policies, behavior, procedures, and practices.
Effectiveness of teaching, training, and experience of teachers, appropriateness and
availability ofmaterials, and approaches to teaching reading did not differ significantly
between the schools. The abilities ofthe school’s administrative team, however, were
very different. In School A, the principal and assistant principals were able to run an
orderly, peaceful, and efficient school with a high degree ofcooperation from pupils,
teachers, and parents. In this atmosphere, decisions based on educational criteria could
be put into practice and children could learn more. On the other hand, in School B, the
principal and his assistant principals had difficulty eliciting cooperation from staffs
community, and pupils and implementing educational policy. Children in School B had
fewer opportunities to learn.
Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) surveyed 39 studies on school effectiveness
and foimd the role ofthe principal emerged as a critical fector. Their review focused on
principal behavior, and they defined principal effectiveness in terms ofeffects on student
learning. The identification ofeffective principal behaviors, resulting from their review
included: the goal of student cognitive growth and happiness as a clear priority, working
closely with classroom teachers m setting instructional priorities, the provision of
planning time, monitoring classroom progress, and providing staffdevelopment
resources.
A simple analysis of these reviews reveals that they reflect the general findings of
the qualitative review discussed earlier. Although they appear con^rehensive in nature,
they are typical reviews conducted in the field in that they include all studies irrespective
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of the rigor with which they were conducted. These reviews reflect the concern some
researchers have in that they are primarily qualitative reviews designed to establish the
flavor of the research in the area of leadership behaviors and student success. Reviews of
this nature require the reviewer to draw up a list of theoretically relevant studies, examine
each study for methodological adequacy, and then coimt the number ofadequate and
relevant studies, which confirm or refute a particular relationship.
Statistical procedures have been suggested as an alternative to the traditional
review method. These procedures have been employed for some time in applied
statistics, but until recently they were rarely practiced in the behavioral sciences
(Rosenthal, 1978). In the current search for literature reviews addressing principal
behavior and student success, not only was it discovered that few quantitative reviews
had been conducted, but ofparticular interest was the relative lack ofqualitative reviews
on the topic. The majority ofthe research foimd focused on leadership styles rather than
leadership behaviors. The reviews that were applicable to this study were conducted at a
time that resulted in most ofthe studies cited having an appearance date before 1980.
This study attempted to identify current primary studies, which address the
concepts ofprincipal behavior and its relationship to student success. The study limits




The piupose of this study is to determine if a significant difference (p < .05) exists
between teacher perceptions ofprincipal leadership behaviors in low-performing schools
and teacher perceptions ofprincipal leadership behaviors in high-performing schools.
Five independent variables wUl be investigated: principals’ human relations skills,
principals’ trust and decision making skills, principals’ instructional leadership,
principals’ methods of control, and the manner in which principals deal with conflict
memagement. The dependent variables in this study are Title I schools and student
success. The relationship among variableswill be discussed following a brief description
of the role of theory. Additionally, the null hypotheses, the study’s limitations, and a
chapter summarywill be provided.
Definition of Independent Variables
The following definitions are taken from the article entitled, “Analyzing the
Leadership Behavior ofSchool Principals, ” (Bulach, Boothe, & Michael, 1999). The
independent variables listed are significant to the study because the use or feilure to use
these behaviors creates a certain leadership style that can positively or negatively affect
the supervisory climate in the educational setting, ultimately affecting student success.
The five factors included in this study are human relations, levels of trust, and
decision-making skills, instructional leadership, and conflict management skills.
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1. Human Relations. The manner in which principals promote interaction within the
faculty, recognize and praised faculty members, manage conflict, and maintain
integrity as well as the marmer in which they present their ideas, write, speak, and
inform their faculties, as well as the exhibition ofbehaviors that foster the
development of trust and openness between the leader and the followers (Bulach,
1993).
2. Levels ofTrust andDecision Making. An interpersonal condition that exists
between people when interpersonal relationships are characterized by an assured
reliance or confident dependence on the character, ability, truthfulness,
confidentiality, and predictability ofothers in the group (Bulach, 1993).
3. Instructional Leadership. Principals’ ability to evaluate curriculum and
instruction and the manner in which they do it as well as the desired outcomes
e)q)ressed by the principal and the principals’ ability to reinforce what is ejq)ected
(Bulach, 1993).
4. Supervision Skills or Control. Principals’ ability to involve staff in selecting
routine and non-routine activities and effectively assess the needs ofthe faculty
when making preliminary decisions (Bulach, 1993).
5. ConflictManagement. Principals’ ability to deal with une?q>ected sitiiations,
problems, and teacher and parent behaviors (Bulach, 1993).
Definition ofDependent Variables
1. Student Success. Scores from standardized tests reported from the 2002 Georgia
Criterion-Referenced Coiiqjetency Tests (CRCT) as:
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Level 1: Does notmeet standards, scale scores below 300
Level 2: Meets standards, scale scores from 300 to 349
Level 3: Exceeds standards, scale scores 350 or higher
Seventy percent ofthe students must score at Level 2 or above in order to qualify
for this study.
2. Title ISchools. Any schoolwith at least 40% of its students classified as “low
income,” qualifying for free or reduced-priced meals.
Relationship among Variables
It appears that everyone is now seeing the wisdom ofa more humanistic approach
to education which places strong emphasis on establishing good relationships in and
outside the classroom. It seems, therefore, that human relations practices must top the list
of learned skills by the principals (Hinds, 2000). The principal has contact with the
public in many ways. He or she works with people individually and in informal and
formal groups, both within and without the school system. The emphasis upon human
relations in school administration is a part ofthe new shift in concepts ofadministration
in general (Hinds, 2000).
Teachers’ perceptions are derived from their own personal values and social
experiences. If a principal’s administrative performance or skills are in conflict with the
perceptions ofhis teachers, a breakdown is likely to occur. Consequently, student
success is the result ofprincipals demonstrating behaviors or performing roles that
promote student achievement and sufficiently meeting the needs of teachers. When
principals promote interaction within the faculty on a regular basis, make responsible
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decisions, know the curriculum, and can deal with unexpected challenges, student success
is likely to occur. The diagram illustrates the specific principal behaviors under
investigation in this study and their influence on student success.












Figure 1. Graphical representation of relationship among variables.
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Null Hypotheses
Hq\: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
of the principals’ human relations skills in low-performing and high-performing Title I
schools,
Hq2\ There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
ofthe principal’s trust and decision-making skills in low-performing and high-performing
Title I schools.
Hoi: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
ofthe principal’s instructional leadership skills in low-performing and high-performing
Title I schools.
HqA: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
of the principal’s display ofcontrol in low-performing and high-performing Title I
schools.
Hq5\ There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
ofthe manner in which principals deal with conflict in low-performing and high-
performing Title I schools.
Limitations of the Study
Limitations refer to the limiting conditions and restrictive weakness ofthis study.
The major limitation is that although all of the schools are Title I, the student populations
are different. The first limitation is that the scores from the Georgia Criterion-Referenced
Competency Tests (CRCT) may not accvnately reflect a student’s ability to achieve
academically. In addition, this is a problem-based study; thus, the sample population was
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uniquely smaller than one would normally include for a study ofthis nature. Also, it is
possible that teachers may not have responded truthfully to questions in the survey.
Another limitation to this study includes the fact that teacher perceptions of the six
principals included in this study are not representative ofthe overall educational leader
population for low-performing and high-performing schools.
Summary
This chapter describes literature, and administrative theory supports the fact that
student success is greatly impacted by principals’ leadership behavior. Principal human
relations skills, levels of trust, decision-making skills, supervisory skills, and conflict




The purpose ofthis study was to determine if a difference exists between teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in low-performing schools and teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in high-performing schools. The research
design was descriptive and investigated the following variables: principals’ human
relations skills, principals’ level of trust, principals’ decision-making skills, principals’
supervisory skills, and principals’ conflict management skills.
A quantitative, causal-comparative design was employed to determine if there
was a relationship between teacher perceptions ofprincipal behaviors and overall student
success ofTitle I schools.
Description ofthe Setting
This large, urban school systemwhere this study takes place has an active
enrollment of56,500 students attending a total of93 schools: 66 elementary schools (K-
grade 5), two ofwhich operate on a year-round calendar; 16 middle schools (grades 6-8);
and 11 high schools (grades 9-12). The school system also supports five non-traditional
schools for middle and high school students, two evening/community schools, two
charter schools, and an adult learning center. This school system consists of
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approximately: 28,309 females and 28,646 males; 50,905 Blacks; 3,727 Whites; 1,618
Hispanics; 487 Asians; 40 American Indians; and 178 Multi-racial students.
These schools are organized into 11 vertical K-12 clusters composed ofone high
school and its feeder elementary and middle schools. Each of the alternative schools
relates to a high school, while the commimity schools and adult learning center are
extensions of regular high school programs.
Six of the schools selected for this study are Title I schools; therefore, 40% or
more of the students at each school eat free or reduced meals. The following is a setting
description ofeach school in the study.
CategoryA : Low-Performing Schools
School A: Located in west Atlanta; has an enrollment of 564 students; 54%
male and 46% female; racial makeup of students is 99% Black and
1% White, with 93% of its students receiving free or reduced-
priced meals. The CRCT Language Arts average is 68%, the
CRCT Reading average is 64%, and the CRCT Mathematics
average is 35%.
School B: Located in northwest Atlanta; has an enrollment of 314 students;
53% male and 47% female; racial makeup of its students is 80%
Black, 6% White, 14% Hispanic, and 2% Asian and 98% of its
students receive free or reduced-price meals. The CRCT Language
Arts average is 74%, the CRCT Reading average is 80%, and the
Mathematics average is 59%.
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School C: Located in northwest Atlanta; has an enrollment of 540 students,
51% male and 49% female; racial makeup of its students is 100%
Black, with 99% of its students receiving free or reduced-price
meals. The CRCT Language Arts average is 66%, the CRCT
Reading average is 69%, and the CRCT Mathematics average is
49%.
Category B: High-Performing Schools
SchoolD: Located in northwest Atlanta; has an enrollment of 667 students,
56% male and 44% female; racial makeup of its students is 94%
Black, 1% White, 6% Hispanic, 4% American Indian, and 95% of
its students receiving free or reduced-price meals. The CRCT
Language Arts average is 92%, the CRCT Reading average is
96%, and the CRCT Mathematics average is 86%.
School E: Located in northeast Atlanta; has an enrollment of348 students,
50% male and 50% female; racial makeup of its students is 89%
Black, 7% White, 3% Hispanic, 0.9% Asian, 1% American Indian,
3% Multi-racial, with 86% of its students receiving free or reduce-
price meals. The CRCT Language Arts average is 94%, the CRCT
Reading average is 95%, and the CRCT Mathematics average is
92%.
School F: Located in northwest Atlanta; has an enrollment of338 students,
54% male and 46% female; racial makeup of its students is 92.3%
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Black, 2% White, 6.2% Hispanic, with 96.2% of its students
receiving free or reduced-price meals. The CRCT Language Arts
average is 94%, the CRCT Reading average is 90%, and the CRCT
Mathematics average is 87%.
Sampling Procedures
This large metropolitan school system is comprised of69 elementary schools, of
which 9% will be used as a sample ofthe whole for this study. Principal leadership
behaviors will be examined in six ofthe elementary schools to show its relationship with
student success for students in grades 1-5. Of the six schools being studied, three are
low-performing Title I schools and three are high-performing Title I schools. These two
types of schools were chosen in order to compare and contrast principals’ leadership
behaviors and the effect that their behavior may have on overall student success. A total
of 135 certified teachers made up the sanple representing various age groups, years of
teaching experience, and educational backgroxmds.
The sampling procedures in this study were controlled by various factors.
Schools eligible for this study represent elementary schools with 300 or more students.
Ofthe study sample, three Title 1 schools met or exceeded the standard on the CRCT and
three Title I schools did not meet the standard on the CRCT. This produced a
comparison between principals operating a school with similar demographic
characteristics and similar socioeconomic status. Schools eligible for the study contained
grades K-5. This ensured that the majority ofthe students whose scores were used had
66
been influenced by similar organizational factors, and had been subjected, within
individual schools, to similar organizational influences.
Schools eligible for this study must have had the same principal at the school for
at least three years. Therefore, qualifying principals must have been the principal at the
school since at least the school year 1999-2000. This ensured that the principal had
adequate time to establish influence over the environment in which the education and
testing process occurred, thereby increasing the likehhood ofadministrative influence
being constant over a period oftime. All certified teachers were eligible to participate in
the study. Schools eligible for this study fell within one of two test results categories:
CategoryA Schools within this category did not meet the standard of70% of
2002 CRCT objectives in language arts, reading, or mathematics.
Category B Schools in this category must meet or exceed the standard of70%
of2002 CRCT objectives in language arts, reading, and
mathematics.
Working with Human Subjects
This study involved principals of six selected elementary schools. All names of
schools, principals, and teachers remained anonymous and information the participants
provided was kept confidential at all times. The teachers were assured ofthe
confidentiality. Principals were permitted to obtain a copy ofthe results. Any
information gathered was shared with the principal and/or teachers upon request.
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Instrumentation
The Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT) are published
standardized tests. The CRCT was used for this study to measure principal success. This
study concentrates on all teachers who work at the school although test scores are
representative of the fourth grade only. The CRCT measiares student acquisition ofthe
skills described by the Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) of the state ofGeorgia. The
assessments yield information on academic achievement at the student, class, school,
system, and state levels. This information served a dual purpose-diagnosis of individual
student strengths and weaknesses as related to the instruction of the Quality Core
Currieulum, and program evaluation to gauge the quahty ofeducation throughout the
state ofGeorgia.
The Survey ofPrincipal Leadership Behaviors, as perceived by teachers, was
used to measure behaviors principals use while supervising subordinates. Verbal
permission to use the survey was obtained from the instrument developer. Dr. Clete
Bulach, Assoeiate Professor, Department ofEducational Leadership and Professional
Studies at the State University ofWest Georgia. A copy ofthe instrument is available on









My principal demonstrates a caring attitude
My principal provides positive reinforcement.
My principal interacts with the staff.
My principal remains distant.
My principal calls me by name.
My principal compliments me.
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14. My principal does not listen
15. My principal uses eye contact.
18. My principal models good commimication skills.
23. My principal has not supported me when parents were involved.
32. My principal remembers what it is like to be a teacher.
35. My principal tells teachers to make do with what they have.
40. My principal involves me in decisions.
Trust
5. My principal displays a lack of trust.
13. My principal uses eoercion to motivate me.
17. My principal corrects me in front ofothers instead ofprivately.
20. My principal gossips about other teachers or administrators.
37. My prineipal “nit picks” on evaluations.
47. My prineipal makes snap judgments.
49. My principal implements the latest fads without thorough knowledge.
50. My principal bases evaluations on a short observation.
51. My principal evaluates situations carefiilly before taking action.
52. My principal makes decisions as “knee jerk” reactions to an incident.
Instructional Leadership
16. My principal provides feedback regarding my teaching.
24. My principal demonstrates a lack ofvision.
25. My principal is knowledgeable about the curriculum.
26. My principal is knowledgeable about instructional strategies.
30. My principal shrugs offor devalues a problem or concern.
33. My principal frequently interrupts my teaching.
43. My principal applies procedures consistently.
44. My principal holds people accountable.
45. My principal fails to follow-up.
46. My principal has rules but does not always enforce them.
Conflict
11. My principal delegates responsibility.
34. My principal assigns too much paperwork.
36. My principal assigns duty during planning period.
38. My principal expects work to be done “yesterday” with no notiee.
39. My principal overemphasizes control.
41. My principal uses the word “I” and “my” too frequently.
42. My principal is rigid and inflexible.
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Data Collection and Administrative Procedures
The researcher obtained approval to conduct the research in the school system by
submitting a copy of the prospectus along with a letter from the dissertation committee
chairperson verifying the researcher’s need to engage in research to the Department of
Research, Planning and Accountability.
School principals ofthe qualifying schools received a telephone call asking them
to participate in the upcoming study. Principals that agreed were asked to identify a non-
administrative contact person who would be responsible for distributing and collecting all
of the surveys for the school. After the telephone call, a follow-up information packet
was sent to principals outlining, in detail, the nature ofthe study. The packet included a
letter thanking the principal for approving teacher participation in the study as well as a
sample ofall materials that the teachers would receive. The samples included a copy of
the survey, a computer scan sheet to record responses, and explicit directions for
completing the survey. The packet also contained a pre-typed letter for the principal to
copy onto letterhead, sign and return to the researcher verifying that they would allow
teachers at his or her school to participate in the study.
Upon the principal’s approval, the researcher used the inter-school mail to send
the teacher survey packets to the contact person for distribution. Once all surveys were
completed, each respondent returned the completed packet to the assigned contact person.
The contact person then informed the principal researcher, by telephone, that the surveys
had been completed. The packets were then picked up from the school.
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Statistical Applications
Analysis ofall data was performed using statistical procedures foimd in the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Preliminary statistical analysis was
used by establishing the measures of central tendency ofeach of the variables used in the
study. Descriptive statistics provided the statistical foundation for hypothesis testing.
Descriptive statistics explained each ofthe variables in terms ofthe measures of the
mean.
Delimitations
The study was limited in that it only examined how principals’ behaviors and
principals’ role expectations impact student success. The insights and results were
restricted to six elementary schools in a large urban school district, with student
populations of300 or more. Selected school principals ofeligible schools must have
been at the school for at least three years. Consequently, this study was controlled by
using the most recent test scores and will not review a history ofthe principal’s test
scores. No assessment of student success other than the Georgia Criterion-Referenced
Competency Tests (CRCT) was used.
Only certified teachers were surveyed in this study. No attenpt was made to
examine the views ofother school personnel. This study does not investigate other
factors pertinent to teachers such as dedication, certification, or longevity. The
researcher does, however, recognize the importance of these fectors. Also, no
consideration was given to race of students, faculty, or administrators. This study was
problem-based; therefore, the sample population was uniquely smaller than one would
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normally include in a study ofthis nature, though differences of the student populations
ofeach of the six schools is known.
Summary
In conclusion, each school was sent 40 surveys with the expectation that the larger
schools would survey more teachers than smaller schools. One hundred sixty-five
surveys were received and used for this study. An average number of surveys received
from each school was used to ensure equity as the data were analyzed.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The purpose of this study was to determine if a difference exists between teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in low-performing schools and teacher
perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in high-performing schools. In this
chapter, the study data, which were collected through surveys, are reported. The first
section provides demographic information; the second section presents the findings
related to each research question; and the third section provides a chapter summary.
Description of the Sample
The population sample for this study consisted of six representatively selected
schools-three high-performing and three low-performing. Teachers within these schools
(A= 135) completed the Survey ofPrincipals ’ Leadership Behaviors. Demographic data
that were collected included (a) gender, (b) highest degree (c) experience at current
school, and (d) total years ofejqjerience.
Gender
Teachers were asked to provide their gender in the survey. The responses were
cross tabulated by school performance designation (high-performing, low-performing).
The majority of teachers were female (n = 112, 83.0%), with 23 (17.0%) indicating their
gender as male. Fifty-seven (86.4%) ofthe teachers in the high-performing schools were.
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female; 9 (13.6%) teachers were male. Fifty-five (79.7%) teachers in the low-
performing schools were female; 14 (20.3%) were male (see Table 1).
Table 1





Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Male 9 13.6 14 20.3 23 17.0
Female 57 86.4 55 79.7 112 83.0
Total 66 100.00 69 100.00 135 100.00
Highest Degree
The second demographic item on the survey asked for the highest degree held by
the teacher. The choices were bachelor’s, master’s, specialist, and doctorate. Slightly
more than half (51.9%) ofthe teachers held advanced degrees. In high-performing
schools, 56.1% of the teachers held advanced degrees. In low-performing schools, 47.8%
of the teachers held advanced degrees. The data are presented in Table 2.
Experience at Current School
For the total sample, 29 (21.5%) teachers had one year ofexperience at the
current school. Sixty (44.4%) teachers had 2-5 years ofejq)erience at the current school;
26 (19.3%) teachers had 6-10 years ofexperience at the current school. Twelve (8.9%)
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teachers had 11-19 years ofexperience at the current school; 8 (5.9%) teachers had
more than 20 years ofexperience at the current school.
Table 2




Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Bachelor’s 29 43.9 36 52.2 65 48.1
Master’s 23 34.8 18 26.1 41 30.4
Specialist 14 21.2 3 4.3 17 12.6
Doctorate 0 0.0 1 1.4 1 0.7
Other 0 0.0 11 15.9 11 8.1
Total 66 100.0 69 100.0 135 100.0
In high-performing schools, 17 (25.8%) teachers had one year ofexperience at the
current school. Twenty-six (39.4%) teachers had 2-5 years ofexperience at the current
school; 11 (16.7%) teachers had 6-10 years ofexperience at the current school. Seven
(10.6%) teachers had 11-19 years ofexperience at the current school; 5 (7.6%) teachers
had more than 20 years ofexperience at the current school.
In low-performing schools, 12 (17.4%) ofteachers had one year ofexperience at
the current school. Thirty-four (49.3%) teachers had 2-5 years ofexperience at the
current school; 15 (21.7%) teachers had 6-10 years ofexperience at the current school.
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Five (7.2%) teachers had 11-19 years ofexperience at the current school; 3 (4.3%)
teachers had 20 or more years ofexperience at the current school. A complete summary
of these findings is shown in Table 3.
Table 3






Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1 year 17 25.8 12 17.4 29 21.5
2-5 years 26 39.4 34 49.3 60 44.4
6-10 years 11 16.7 15 21.7 26 19.3
11-19 years 7 10.6 5 7.2 12 8.9
20+ years 5 7.6 3 4.3 8 5.9
Total 66 100.0 69 100.0 135 100.0
Total Years ofExperience
The final demographic item asked for the teachers’ total years ofexperience. For
the total sample, 44 (32.6%) teachers had 0-5 years oftotal experience. Thirty-eight
(28.1%) teachers had 6-10 years oftotal experience; 19 (14.1%) teachers had 11-15 years
oftotal experience. Eleven (8.1%) teachers had 16-20 years of total experience; 23
(17.0%) teachers had more than 20 total years ofexperience.
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In high-performing schools, one third (33.3%, n = 22) ofthe teachers had 0-5
years of total experience. Sixteen (24.2%) teachers had 6-10 years of total experience; 5
(7.6%) teachers had 11-15 years of total experience. Eight (12.1%) teachers had 16-20
years of total experience; 15 (22.7%) teachers had more than 20 years of total experience.
In low-performing schools, 22 (31.9%) teachers had 0-5 years of total experience.
Twenty-two (31.9%) teachers had 6-10 years oftotal experience; 14 (20.3%) teachers had
11-15 years of total experience. Three (4.3%) teachers had 16-20 years of total
experience; 8(11.6%) teachers had more than 20 years of total experience. The findings
are summarized in Table 4.
Table 4
Total Years ofExperience by Group Membership
Total number of Group Total
years ofexperience High-performing Low-performing
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
0-5 years 22 33.3 22 31.9 44 32.6
6-10 years 16 24.2 22 31.9 38 28.1
11-15 years 5 7.6 14 20.3 19 14.1
16-20 years g 12.1 3 4.3 11 8.1
21+ years 15 22.7 8 11.6 23 17.0
Total 66 100.0 69 100.0 135 100.0
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Descriptive Statistics
Preliminary statistical analysis was used to lay the groimdwork for hypothesis
testing by establishing the measures ofcentral tendency ofeach of the variables used in
the study. Descriptive statistics provided the statistical foundation for hypothesis testing.
Descriptive statistics explained each ofthe variables in terms of the measures of
central tendency (mean) and measures ofvariability (Table 5). The higher the mean
score, the more common the phenomenon was observed in comparing the Low-
Performing Group and the High-Performing Group. The lower the standard deviation,
the less the variance among the distribution ofscores. With the exception of instructional
leadership behaviors, less variance occurred in the High-Performing group scores on each
ofthe variables than in the Low-Performing group scores.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The results of the analysis used to answer the research questions developed for
this study and test their associated hypotheses are presented in this section. All decisions
on the statistical significance ofthe findings were made using an alpha level of .05.
Research Question 1
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions of the principal’s human
relationship skills in low-performing and high-performing schools?
Research Question 1 was answered by testing the following hypothesis;
Hq\ : There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
of the principals’ human relations skills in low-performing and high-
performing Title I schools.
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Table 5








Human relations Low-performing 3.93 .59 69
High-performing 4.12 .51 66
Trust Low-performing 4.06 .67 69
High-performing 4.14 .58 66
Instructional leadership Low-performing 4.40 .55 69
High-performing 4.22 .58 66
Conflict Low-performing 3.91 .67 69
High-performing 3.81 .66 66
Control Low-performing 4.09 .68 69
High-performing 4.20 .48 66
The t test for independent samples was used to address this research questioa
Levene’s test for the equahty ofvariances was not statistically significant at the .10 level
(F = 1.148, /? = .286). The assumption ofequal variance was met and a pooled t test was
used. There was a statistically significant difference at the .05 level (^(.os, i33) = 2.010,/? =
.046) between the means of the two groups (see Table 6).
The results indicated there was a statistically significant difference between the
means of the two groups at the .05 level. Specifically, teachers in high-performing Title I
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schools had a more favorable perception ofprincipals’ human relations skills. Based
on these results, Hq\: was rejected.
Table 6
Independent t Test ofTeacher Perceptions ofPrincipals ’ Human Relations Skills in Low-
Performing andHigh-Performing Title ISchools
Standard Sample Degrees of
Group Mean rating deviation size freedom r-value Sig.
Low-performing 3.93 .59 69 133 2.010 .046*
High-performing 4.12 .52 66
*p < .05.
Research Question 2
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions of the principal’s trust and
decision-making skills in low-performing and high-performing schools?
Research Question 2 was answered by testing the following hypothesis:
HqI: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
of the principals’ trust and decision-making skills in low-performing
schools and high-performing Title I schools.
The t test for independent samples was used to address this research question.
Levene’s test for the equality of variances was not statistically significant at the
. 10 level (F = 2.298, /? =. 132). The assumption ofequal variance was met and a pooled t
test was used. There was no statistically significance difference at the .05 level (i(.o5, i33)
= .102,p = .484) between the means of the two groups (see Table 7).
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Table 7
Independent t Test ofTeacher Perceptions ofPrincipals ’ Levels ofTrust andDecision
Making in Low-Performing andHigh-Performing Title ISchools
Standard Sample Degrees of
Group Mean rating deviation size freedom /-value Sig.
Low-performing 4.06 .67 69 133 .702 .484
High-performing 4.14 .58 66
The results indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the
means of the two groups at the .05 level. Specifically, among teachers in low-performing
and high-performing schools, there was no significant difference in perceptions of
principals’ levels of trust and decision-making. Based on these results, Hfl: was not
rejected.
Research Question 3
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions of the principal’s instructional
leadership skills in low-performing schools and high-performing schools?
Research Question 3 was answered by testing the following hypothesis:
//o3: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
of the principals’ instructional leadership skills in low-performing schools
and high-performing Title I schools.
The t test for independent samples was used to address this research question.
Levene’s test for the equality of variances was not statistically significant at the .10 level
{F = .226, p = .635). The assumption ofequal variance was met and a pooled t test was
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used. There was no statistically significant difference at the .05 level (/(.os, 133) = -.878,/?
= .063) between the means ofthe two groups (see Table 8).
Table 8
Independent t Test ofTeacher Perceptions ofPrincipals ’ Instructional Leadership in
Low-Performing andHigh-Performing Title ISchools
Standard Sample Degrees of
Group Mean rating deviation size freedom /-value Sig.
Low-performing 4.40 .55 69 122.471 -1.878 .063
High-performing 4.22 .58 66
The results indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the
means of the two groups at the .05 level. Specifically, among teachers in low-performing
and high-performing schools, there was no significant difference in perceptions of
principals’ instructional leadership. Based on these results. Hoi: was not rejected.
Research Question 4
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe principal’s method of
control in low-performing schools and high-performing schools?
Research Question 4 was answered by testing the following hypothesis:
HqA: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
of the principals’ display ofcontrol in low-performing schools and high-
performing Title I schools.
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The t test for independent samples was used to address this research question.
Levene’s test for the equality of variances was statistically significant at the .10 level (F =
8.818,p = .004). The assumption ofequal variance was not met and thus the t test for
unequal variances was used. There was no statistically significant difference at the .05
level (t(.o5,122.471) = -.867,p = .387) between the means ofthe two groups (see Table 9).
Table 9
Independent t Test ofTeacher Perceptions ofPrincipals’ Type ofControl in Low-
Performing andHigh-Performing Title ISchools
Standard Sample Degrees of
Group Mean rating deviation size freedom /-value Sig.
Low-performing 4.08 .68 69 133 1.097 .275
High-performing 4.20 .48 66
The results indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the
means of the two groups at the .05 level. Specifically, among teachers in low-performing
and high-performing schools, there was no significant difference in perceptions of
principals’ type ofcontrol. Based on these results, HqA\ was not rejected.
Since Levene’s test for the equality ofvariances indicated a significant violation
of the homogeneity ofvariance assumption for the Conflict and Management variable,
the non-parametric Maim-Whitney U test was performed. Conflict and Management
ratings were rank ordered. The ranks ofall ratings in the low-performing group were
then compared to the ranks ofall ratings in the high-performing group. Table 10 shows
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the mean rank for each group, low-performing and high-performing. The difference in
mean ranks was not statistically significant at the .05 level ip = ,548). The results
concurred with results arrived at by the more commonly used t test (|t| = 1.105, /? = .271).
Table 10
Mann Whitney U Test
Group Sample size Mean rank Mann-Whitney U
Low-performing 69 66.03 2141.00
High-performing 66 70.06
Research Question 5
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe manner in which
principals deal with conflict in low-performing schools and high-performing schools?
Research Question 5 was answered by testing the following hypothesis:
Ho5: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
ofthe manner in which principals deal with conflict in low-performing
schools and high-performing Title I schools.
The t test for independent samples was used to address this research question.
Levene’s test for the equality ofvariances was not statistically significant at the .10 level
(F= .384,/? = .537). There was no statistically significant difference at the .05 level
(^(.05,133) = 1.105,p = .271) between the means ofthe two groups (see Table 11).
The results indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the
means of the two groups at the .05 level. Specifically, among teachers in low-performing
and high-performing schools, there was no significant difference in perceptions of
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principals’ ability to handle conflict and management. Based on these results, Ho5: was
not rejected.
Table 11
Independent t Test ofTeacher Perceptions ofPrincipals ’Ability to Handle Conflict and
Manage in Low-Performing andHigh-Performing Title ISchools
Standard Sample Degrees of
Group Mean rating deviation size freedom t-value Sig.
Low-performing 3.91 .67 69 133 -.867 .387
High-performing 3.81 .66 66
Summary
This chapter has reported the results of the data gathered in the research study.
Teachers in low-performing and high-performing schools were surveyed to answer five
research questions. The data indicated that teacher perception in low-performing schools
did not differ significantly from teacher perceptions in high-performing schools with
regard to principals’ leadership behaviors in the following domains;
• Human Relations
• Levels ofTrust and Decision making
• Instructional Leadership
• Supervisory Skills
• Ability to Handle Conflict and Manage
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The purpose ofthis study was to determine if a difference existed between
teacher perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in low-performing schools and
teacher perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership behavior in high-performing schools.
Chapter 6 contains a summary of findings, conclusions, implications, and
recommendations for further research. The problem, as presented in Chapter 1, was
tested using a survey instrument sent to teachers in low-performing and high-
performing Title I schools.
The participants’ responses were compared to determine whether differences
existed between how respondents felt about principals’ supervisory behaviors in five
domains: human relations, trust and decisions, instructional leadership, type of
control, and dealing with conflict.
Findings
Five research questions and five associated hypotheses were used in this study to
analyze differences in teacher perceptions ofprincipals’ supervisory behaviors as a result
ofthe schools’ designation as either low-performing or high-performing. These
hypotheses were tested using inferential statistical analyses, with all decisions on the




Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe principal’s human
relationship skills in low-performing and high-performing schools?
One hypothesis was tested to answer this research question:
Hq1: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
of the principals’ human relations skills in low-performing schools and
high-performing Title I schools.
This null hypothesis was rejected. To test for differences between teacher
perceptions of the principals’ human relations skills in low-performing schools and high-
performing Title I schools, the / test for independent samples was employed. Statistical
differences were found between the two groups at the .05 level. Teachers in high-
performing Title I schools reported higher frequencies with which their principals
practice human relations skills. Teachers in high-performing schools had a mean score of
4.12 compared to a mean score of3.93 for teachers in low-performing schools. A score
of3.00 would mean that the principals sometimes exhibit these behaviors; a score of4.00
would mean that the principals often exhibit these behaviors.
Research Question 2
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions of the principal’s trust and
decision-making skills in low-performing and high-performing schools?
One hypothesis was tested to answer this research question:
Hq2\ There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
ofthe principals’ trust and decision-making skills in low-performing
schools and high-performing Title I schools.
This null hypothesis was accepted. The / test for independent samples was
employed to test for differences between teacher perceptions ofthe principals’ trust and
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decision-making skills in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools. No
significant difference was found between the two groups. Scores for teachers in high-
performing schools (M= 4.14, SD = .58) were similar to scores for teachers in low-
performing schools (M= 4.06, SD = .67). A score of4.00 would mean that the principals
often exhibit these behaviors.
Research Question 3
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe principal’s instructional
leadership skills in low-performing schools and high-performing schools?
One hypothesis was tested to address this research question:
Hoi: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
ofthe principals’ instructional leadership skills in low-performing and
high-performing Title I schools.
This null hypothesis was accepted. The t test for independent samples was
employed to test for differences between teacher perceptions of the principals’
instructional leadership skills in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools.
The results of the analysis indicated between the two groups. Mean scores were similar
for teachers in high-performing schools (M= 4.22, SD = .58) and teachers in low-
performing schools (M= 4.40, SD = .55). A score of4.00 would mean that the principals
often exhibit these behaviors.
Research Question 4
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions of the principal’s method of
control in low-performing schools and high-performing schools?
One hypothesis was tested to answer this research question:
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HoA: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher
perceptions of the principals’ display ofcontrol in low-performing schools
and high-performing Title I schools.
This null hypothesis was accepted. The t test for independent samples was
employed to test for differences between teacher perceptions ofthe principals’ display of
control in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools. No significant difference
was found between the two groups. Mean scores were similar for teachers in high-
performing schools (M= 4.20, SD = .48) and teachers in low-performing schools (Af=
4.08, SD = .68). A score of3.00 would mean that the principals sometimes exhibit these
behaviors; a score of4.00 would mean that the principals often exhibit these behaviors.
Research Question 5
Is there a difference between teacher perceptions ofthe manner in which
principals deal with conflict in low-performing schools and high-performing schools?
One hypothesis was tested to address this research question:
Hq5: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions
ofthe maimer in which principals deal with conflict in low-performing
schools and high-performing Title I schools.
This null hypothesis was accepted. The t test for independent samples was
employed to test for differences between teacher perceptions ofthe manner in which
principals deal with conflict in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools. No
significant difference was found between the two groups. Mean scores were similar for
teachers in high-performing schools (M= 3.81, SD = .66) and teachers in low-performing
schools (M= 3.91, SD = .67). A score of4.00 would mean that the principals often




The results of this research indicated that teachers in high-performing and low-
performing Title I schools perceive that their principals “often” practice those behaviors
that are thought to positively affect the academic success ofstudents. Teachers in high-
performing Title I schools reported a significantly higher fi'equency with which principals
practice human relations skills, compared to teachers in low-performing Title I schools.
The study indicated a generally high level ofconsistency and agreement between teachers
in low-performing and high-performing Title I schools with regard to supervisory
behaviors in the following domains: trust and decisions, instructional leadership, type of
control, and dealing with conflict.
The instructional leadership domain/factor was the most positive with a score of
4.31. A score of4.00 would mean that the principals often exhibit this behavior. The
domain dealing with conflict was the least positive with a score of3.86.
Implications
Several implications were contained in this study. Since there are few studies
available on the fi'equency with which principals practice behaviors related to
achievement, this study adds to the research. This study provides support for previous
research findings in the literature concerning supervisory behaviors that affect student
success.
The mixed findings ofthis study indicate the need for further study. The results
of this study implied that principals at high-performing Title I schools practice
significantly more human relations behaviors than principals at low-performing Title I
schools. The results of the study implied that principals must examine the fi-equency with
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which behaviors are practiced. Bulach and Booth (1999) suggest that more
supervisory behaviors that encourage teacher leadership and innovation are needed. This
would promote change and allow teachers to become creative and bolder at
experimenting with innovative instructional strategies-ones that promote and enhance
student success.
Recommendations
The analysis of the data collected from this study provides the basis for the
following recommendations:
1. The study should be replicated in other school districts and geographical
areas. In doing this, broader generalization of the data may occur.
2. Futxire studies should examine differences in elementary, middle, and high
school teachers’ perceptions with regard to principal supervisory behaviors as
they relate to student success and school climate.
3. It is recommended that fiiture studies examine reasons why teachers in high-
performing Title I schools report higher frequencies ofhuman relations
behaviors compared to teachers in low-performing Title I schools.
4. The findings of the study should be used in the training ofprincipals.
Awareness of teacher perceptions of supervisory behaviors could lead to a
better imderstanding of the teacher/principal relationship.
5. This investigation compared teacher perceptions ofprincipals’ leadership
behaviors. It is recommended that further study using ratings by other groups
(i.e., central office staff, principals, parents) could provide a more complete




I am currently a graduate student at Clark-Atlanta University pursuing my doctorate
degree in administration and supervision. The goal is to assess teacher perceptions of
selected leadership behaviors exhibited by you—the principal.
Your help is needed to complete this study. Your school has qualified as an eligible
school because it met the criteria for the desired sample schools. If you, as principal, will
agree for your staff to participate in the study, only 10 minutes of their time will be used
to obtain the needed information to conduct the study. Data collected in the study will
be treated as confidential, and reporting ofdata will not be related to any school or
system. No system or school will be identified in reports of the data.
Each teacher participating in the project will be asked to complete a survey by filling in
the blank on the computer scan sheet for the response ofwhich comes closest to
describing how often they see their principal exhibit a particular behavior. A sample
page ofthe questionnaire is enclosed. Once the data are collected, you may request to
receive the results.
In order to protect the anonymity ofparticipants, it is requested that you appoint a
member of the faculty who is not directly associated with the administration ofthe
school, perhaps the Leadership Team Chairperson, to distribute and collect the materials.
Once the due date has passed, I will come to pick up the sealed envelopes.
If, after examining the materials, you have sufficient information to make a decision
about participating in the project, please respond by typing verification ofparticipation
on your school’s letterhead. After I receive your response, the materials will then be
mailed to you with specific directions for their administration.






SURVEY OF PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS
TO THE RESPONDENT;
The most important part ofany organization is the people who make up the organization.
Researchers have discovered that there are certain organizational processes, such as
confidence and trust in leadership, communication, decision making, etc., which affect
the success ofthat organization in achieving its goals.
This survey is constructed and administered so that you can describe how often you see
your principal exhibit certain behaviors. The information provided as a result ofthe
survey will be used for research pvuposes.
This survey is intended to be completely confidential. Results will be summarized for
this school. In no instance will responses of individuals be reported. The survey should
ordinarily not take any longer than 10-15 minutes to complete. Upon completion, please
return the survey to your school’s contact person by December 20,2002. Your time and
cooperation are greatly appreciated.
Turn the page to complete the survey.
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A Survey of Principal Leadership Behaviors
• Report your honest perceptions-when in doubt, report the first thing that
crossed your mind.
• It is not necessary to put your name on the computer scan form.
• The information generated by this survey will be shared with the principal
upon request.
Part I: Demographics
Directions: Respond to each item by filling in the blank on the computer scan
sheet which most accurately describes you.






















Part II: Survey Items
Directions: Use the scale below to respond to each item by filling in the blank on
the computer scan sheet for the response which comes closest to describin2 how
often you see your principal exhibit this behavior.
A B C D E
NEVER SELDON SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS
5. My principal displays a lack of trust.
6. My principal demonstrates a caring attitude.
7. My principal provides positive reinforcement.
8. My principal interacts with staff.
9. My principal remains distant
10. My principal calls me by name.
11. My principal delegates responsibility.
12. My principal compliments me.
13. My principal uses coercion to motivate me.
14. My principal does not listen.
15. My principal uses eye contact.
16. My principal provides feedback regarding my teaching.
17. My principal corrects me in front ofothers instead ofprivately.
18. My principal models good communications skills.
19. My principal is able to keep a confidence.
20. My principal gossips about other teachers and administrators.
21. My principal shows favoritism to some teachers.
22. My principal has double standards.
23. My principal has not supported me when parents were involved.
24. My principal demonstrates a lack ofvision.
25. My principal is knowledgeable about the curriculum.
26. My principal is knowledgeable about instructional strategies.
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27. My principal is partial to influential parents.
28. My principal supports me even if I am wrong.
29. My principal is afraid to question his/her superiors.
30. My principal shrugs offor devalues a problem or concern.
31. My principal “passes the buck” rather than dealing with a situation.
32. My principal remembers what it is like to be a teacher.
33. My principal frequently interrupts my teaching.
34. My principal assigns too much paperwork.
35. My principal tells teachers to make due with what they have.
36. My principal assigns duty during planning period.
37. My principal “nit picks” on evaluations.
38. My principal expects work to be done “yesterday” with no notice.
39. My principal overemphasizes control.
40. My principal involves me in decisions.
41. My principal uses words “I” and “my” too frequently.
42. My principal is rigid and inflexible.
43. My principal applies procedures consistently.
44. My principal holds people accountable.
45. My principal fails to follow up.
46. My principal has rules but does not always enforce thenL
47. My principal makes “snap judgments.”
48. My principal listens to both sides of the story before making a decision.
49. My principal implements the latest fads without thorough knowledge.
50. My principal bases evaluations on a short observation.
51. My principal evaluates situations carefully before taking action.
52. My principal makes decisions as “knee jerk” reactions to an incident.
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